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ABSTRACT

Under direction of the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and
Conservatlon Act of 1980 and the subsequent Northwest Power Planning
Council's Columbia River Basln Fish and Wildlife Program, projects have
been developed In Idaho and Wyoming to mitigate the losses of wildlife
habitat and annual production due to the development and operatlon of
the Palisades Project, A modified Habitat Evaluatlon Procedure (HEP)
was used to assess the beneflts of the preferred mitigation plan to

wi Idl Ife. The Interagency work group used the target species Habitat
Units (HU's) lost with Inundatlon of the reservoir area as a guideline
during the mitigation planning process, while considering needs of
wildlife in eastern Idaho and western Wyoming. A total of 37,068 HU's
were estlmated to be lost as a result of the Inundation of the
Palisades Reservoir area. Through a series of protecion/enhancement
projects, the preferred mitlgatlon plan will provide beneflts of an
estlmated 37,066 HU's. Target species to be benefited by this
mitigation plan include bald eagle, mule deer, elk, mallard, Canada
goose, mink, yellow warbler, black-capped chickadee, ruffed grouse, and
peregrine falcon.
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INTROOUCTION

BACKGROUND

The Paclflc Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of
1980 (Public Law 96-501) directed that measures be implemented to
protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife to the extent affected
by development and operation of hydropower projects on the Columbia

Rl ver System. This act created the Northwest Power Planning Council,
which in turn developed the Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife
Program This Program established a 4-part process:

1) Wildlife Mitigation Status Reports -- to identify mitigation
proposed, mitigation required, mitigation implemented, and
current studies and planning;

2) Wildlife Impact Assessments -- to quantify wildlife and
hab i tat impacts;

3) Wildlife Protection, Mltlgatlon, and Enhancement Plans -- to
provide a plan to redress wildlife and habitat losses;

4) Implementation of protection, mitigation and enhancement
projects -- to redress wildl ife and habitat losses.

Wildl ife mitigation proposed prior to project constructfon included
enhancement of Grays Lake wildlife, principally waterfowl, through an
exchange of Palisades water for Grays Lake water used to irrigate lands
within the Fort Fall Indian Reservation, in combination with
acquisition of 9,300 acres cf private and 3,500 acres cf public lands
for wildlife management. In 1979, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) recommended that the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR)
construct low dams at the upper end of the reservoir to create marsn
type hab | tat; and that goose nesting islands, platforms, and other
structures should be constructed near the impoundments. It also was
recommended that the USBR purchase privately owned lands along the
South Fork Snake River. Over the years, resource agencies have
recommended that flows from Palisades Reservoir be regulated to
minimize spring flooding and loss of waterfowl along the South Fork
Snake River below the dam (Chaney and Sather-Blair 1985).

The reported wildlife mitigation requlrement in the 1950 Congressional
reauthorlzatlon of Palisades Project was reservation of “not to exceed
55,000 acre-feet of active capacity in Palisades Reservoir for a period
ending December 31, 1952, for replacement of Grays Lake storage”

(Pub | ic Law 81-864). This reservation of Pal isades storage was
intended to allow the USFWS time to negotiate a Palisades-Grays Lake
water exchange. It subsequently was extended to December 31, 1955 by
the Secretary of the Interior (Chaney and Sather-Blair 1985).



No implemented wildlife mitigation was identified in the Mitigation
Status Report, which stated “NO structural measures have been
implemented to mitigate for the loss of wildlife habitat due to the
impoundment of Palisades Reservoir or for the loss of wildlife below
the reservoir. " The USFWS was unable to resolve land ownership
conflicts at Grays Lake and develop a water exchange and development
plan acceptable to local people. On January 10, 1956 the USFWS
recommended the storage reserved in Palisades Reservoir be released for
other purposes (Chaney and Sather-Blair 1985).

In the section “Current Studies and Planning,” Chaney and Sather-Blair
(1985) reported that USBR personnel have annually met with the USFWS
and ldaho Department of Fish and Game, since 1974, to discuss the
forthcoming water year and projected spring flow releases from the
reservoir. “The USBR has been responsive to flow requests within the
constraints of water conditions (pers. commun., USBR) and so long as
the recommended flows do not conflict with the authorized functions of
irrigation and flood control (USBR 1979)” (Chaney and Sather-Blair
1985).

The Wildlife Impact Assessment for Palisades Project (Sather-Blair and
Preston 1985) was completed in 1985. It identified net impacts of the
project to target wildlife species, and is summarized in the next two
sections of this report.

This mitigation plan for the Palisades Project was developed to fulfill
the requirements of Section 1004(b)(3) of the Columbia River Basin Fish
and Wildlife Program for Palisades Reservoir in eastern Idaho (Fig.

1). Using the Palisades Wildlife Impact Assessment as a guide, the
interagency work group has attempted to develop a reasonable mitigation
plan that addresses the impacts of hydroelectric development and
operation at Pal isades, while considering the needs of wildl ife in the
area.

Agencies that participation in the planning sessions include the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (USBLM),
US. Fish and Wildl ife Service (USFWS), Wyoming Department of Game and
Fish (WDGF), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), and ldaho Department of Fish
and Game ( IDFG). Personnel from these agencies formed the Interagency
work group. Throughout preparation of this plan, consultation and
coordination were conducted with the above agencies and the Bonneville
Power Admi n i strat ion (BPA) , Shoshone-Bannock Tr | bes, Northwest Power
Planning Council, Peregrine Fund, and Pacific Northwest Utilities
Conference Committee. This study was funded by the Bonneville Power
Administration.
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PAL | SADES PROJECT AREA DESCRIPTION

"Pal Isades Dam and Reservolir are.located approxlImately 50 mlles
southeast of ldaho Falls, Idaho on the Idaho-Wyoming border. The
project was originally authorized In 1941 and reauthorized In 1950 for
Irrigation, flood control, electric power production, recreation, and
fish and wildliife (USBR 1978), ' Construction of the project began In
1951, and the dam and power plant were completed In 1957 and 1958
respectively. The project created a 15,600 surface-acre reservolr with
over 1 milllion acre-feet of water storage capaclity. The storage
reservolir provides supplemental water for Irrigeting approximately
650,000 acres of tand In the Snake River Plain as well as for flood
control during spring runoff (USBR 1951)" (Sather-Blalir and Preston
1985).

The exlisting Pal lsades power plant has a total Ins+alled capacITy of
131 megawatts, The USBR Is planning to uprate the present 131 megawat+t
capaclty to 178 megawatts. Constructlon activities would be confined
within +he existing powerplant bullding and are scheduied to occur from
1988 through 1992,

"Besldes the 15,600-acre reservolr, the project also required
approximately ‘500 acres for the dam site, borrow sites, and camp sltes
located Immedlately downstream of the dam. The USBR had +o relocate
U.S. Highway No. 26 around the north side of the reservoir and a
51=mile, 150-foot wide transmission |ine easement had to be purchased"
(Sather-Blair and Preston 1985),

In most years, operation of the reservoir results In extreme
fluctuations In reservolr surface elevation and water discharge to +the
South Fork of the Snake River durlng the perlod February to May when
drafting of storage !s being made to provide flood control space, and
from May to July when filling of the flood control space Is required to
prevent downstream flooding. Storage releases from July to October
follow a gradual trend to meet irrigation demand. Simllarly, storage
In the fall occurs when reservolr Inflow exceeds minimum flow releases
from the dam and also follows a gradual trend. The drop In water
surface elevation durlng the July to October perlod has been as much as
60 feet, but has averaged 19 feet during the 25 year perlod 1961~85

(J, Woodwor+h USBR, pers. commun Yo o

PALISADES PRCJECT IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE

- —

Sather-Blalr and Preston (1985) summarlzed the Fallsades Project
impacts on wild!ife:

"The Habltat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) was used to evaluate pre- and
post-construction wildlife hablitat condltions at Pallsades Reservolr,
Evaluation specles were selected Yo represent important specles groups
or they were specles of speclal caoncern. Impacts to evaluation specles
were measured In terms of 1he dlfference between pre- and
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post=-construction Habitat Units (HU's), Hablt+at Units are a measure of
the quantity of habitat multiplied By -4hé quality of that habitat.
Quality of hablitat (s determined from a Habitat Sultability Index
(HS1), which can range from 0 (poor habltat) to 1 (excellent habitat).
In simple terms, one HU Is equivalent to one acre of prime habl+at
(HS1=1.,0).

"The study area of concern . !ncluded the reservolr, (lands within 100
meters of the edge of the reservoir), Highway 26 and lands between 1+
and the reservolr, the dam site, borrow areas, and staging areas
'mmediately downstream of +he dam. The study area totaled 18,565
acres,

"Ejeven cover types were identifled In +the study area. All were
reduced In area after project construction except lacustrine open water
and emergent wetland (Table 1). The project resulted In a loss of 38
miles of riverine habitat, This Included 1,677 acres of forested
wetland, 832 acres of scrub-shrub wetland, and 900 acres of
free~flowing river. Upiand areas that were lnundated or converted to
other uses Included 6,800 acres of farmiand, 618 acres of conlferous
forest, 1,203 acres of aspen, 2,913 acres of shrub~steppe vegetation,
and 875 acres of grass/sage.

"{t was estimated that the study area contalned over 10,000 acres of
big game habitat prlor to project construction while I+ presently
contains approximately 2,700 acres. Winter -conditions in the study
area reduce the overall quallty of big game habltat and as a resuit the
HS! for mule deer was 0,30. A loss of 2,454 HU's for mule deer
occurred as a result of the project (Table 2). This loss Is also
consldered representative for Rocky Mountain elk In the study area.
Moose, black bear, and mountain |icn were also affected by the project,
but no habitat losses were estimated for these big game specles.

"Other project-related losses Include the annual winter loss of blg
game breaking through the Ice on the reservoir and those dylng s a
result of vehicle collisions on Highway 26. Annual losses to the
project-related factors are estimated to be between 10 and 20 animals,

"It was estimated that the study area contalned 3,100 acres of aquatic
furbearer habltat prior to construction while the reservoir currently
has 2,783 acres along [+s shoreline., Using the mink model, the
pre-construction habltat quality.along the river and I+s tributarles
was found to be high, while the reservolr currently provides poor
quallty habltat. A loss of 2,276 HU's was estimated for mink, which Tg
also representative for other_aquatic furbearers inciuding beaver,
muskrat, and rlver otter.

"Prior to project constructlion the study area contalned 3,200 acres of
waterfow! breeding habitat along the river and I+s tributaries, while
the reservolr area currently has only 650 acres sultable for nestling.
The qual ity of habltat along the river for ducks was high, while the
reservolr currently provldes poor habltat. Using a mallard model, an
estimated loss of 2,622 HU's for waterfowl occurred as a result of
project consfrucflon.



Table 1. Summary of cover type impacts associated with construction and

operation cf the Palisades Project, South Fork Snake River

(Sather-Blair and Preston 1985).

Pre- Post-
construct ion construct | on Impact

Cover Type Acres -- Acres Acres
Forested wet | and 1,715 38 -1,677
Scrub-shrub wet | and 874 4?2 -832
Emergent wetland 59 127 +68
Riverine rock bottom 900 0 -900
Lacustrine open water 0 15,600 +15,600
Agricutlrue 6,800 0 -6,800
Ccnlferous forest 1,352 740 -612
Aspen 2,116 880 -1,236
Shrub-steppe 3,284 338 -2,946
Grass/sage 1,465 590 -875
Otherl - 0 . 210 +210
Totals 18,565 18,565
Table 2. Summary of wildl ife hatitat impacts associated with
construction and operation of the Palisades Project, South Fork Snake
River (Sather-Blair and Preston 1985).
Group/ Pre-construct ion Post-constructlon Impact
__ Evaluation.Species HUS - _ . ... ... -p HUs _ | . ____ _HUs.
BIG GAME

Muie deer 3,242 788 -2,454
FURREARERS

Mi nk 2,666 390 ~2,276
WATERFOWL

Mal lard 2,752 130 -2,622

Canada goose 935 130 -805
UPLAND GAME

Ruf fed grouse 3,065 734 -2,331
RAPTORS

Bald eagle - breeding 13,367 7,426 -5,941

Bald eagle = wintering 18,565 0 -18,565
NONGAVE

Balck-capped chickadee 1,389 31 -1,358

Yel low warbler 752 36 -716
Total impact (HU's) -37,068
1 Includes dam, powerhouse, U.S. Highway 26) and government camp,,
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"The study area contained approx!mately 1,948 acres of sultable Canada
: 7 : ke YRR T g PR
goose habltat prior to construction, while the reservolir currently has

650 acres. An estimated loss of 805 HU's for Canada geese occurred as, .
a result of the project. A comparison of flow conditlons on the South’
Fork below the dam between pre~ and post=construction perlods could not
substantiate claims that water releases from t+he dam were causing more

Canada goose nest losses than flows In the river prior to construction.

"It was estimated that t+he study area contalned 3,831 acres of ruffed
grouse habitat prior to project constructlion, while [+ currently has
918 acres around the reservolr. The hablitat quallty for ruffed grouse
was and currently Is high with an HS| of 0.80. An estimated loss of
2,331 HU's for ruffed grouse occurred as a result of project
construction. There were also habitat |osses for blue grouse, sage .
grouse, mourning doves, and cottontalls, although these losses were not .

aunantlflad
“uulll LB BRI ~1 X )

"The habitat quallty for breeding bald eagles In the study area prlor
to construction was consldered moderately high (0,72 HSI), while ‘
current conditlons are considered moderately low (0.40 HSI). A loss of
an estimated 5,941 HU's for breeding bald eagles occurred as a resyl+
of the project. The reservoir current!y provides no wintering habitat
for bald eagles, while the study area prior to the project was
considered prime hablitat, A loss of 18,565 HU's for wintering bald..
eagles occurred as a result of the project.

"An estimated 29 osprey nests currently are active around the
reservolr, The study area currently provides more and better habl+tat
for osprey than occurred previously along the river. [HU's were not
assigned to the galn of osprey habitat because the osprey !s the.only
raptor specles that benefited from the Project, while the other 15
raptor specles found [n the vicinity lost habltat as a resuit.of the
ProJect.’] ‘

"Forested and scrub=shrub wetland communit+les provide habitat for a
varlety of nongame as well as game specles, Using the black-capped
chickadee and yellow warbler models, est!mated losses of 1,358 Hl's for
forested wetland dependent specles and 716 HU's foir scrub=shrub
dependent specles occurred as a result of the project. Sandhit! crane
habitat declined as a result of the project, but the reservoirt's
mudflats probably provide more feeding habltat for migratory shoreblrds
than was previously avallable along the river" (Sather-Blair and
Preston 1985),

Impacts. to the wildlife In Wyoming were examined because a portion of
Pal Isades Reservolr extends Into the state. A total of 2,483 HU's
(Table 3) and 890 acres (Table 4) were estimated to be lost In Wyoming
as a result of the Pallsades Project.



Table 3. Summary of wildl!fe habitat impacts associated wilth Palisades

Reservoir in Wyoming.

Fol lowing Sather-Blair and Preston% (1985)

methods, the Impact assessment area Included the reservoir and a

100 meter study area boundary (total studv area

1,310 acres).

Est | mated
Soecles HU's Lost
Mule deer 5
M1 nk 269
Mal lard 230
Canada goose 92
Ruffed grouse 21
Yel low warbler 74
Bl ack-capped ch | ckadee 63
Rald eagle = breedlng 419
Bald eagle = wintering 1,310
Total 2,483

Table 4. Summary of cover type Impacts associated wlth Palisades

Reservoir in Wyoming.

Cover Type

Acres | nundated

Agriculture

Forested wet | and
Rlver

Scrub-shrub wet | and
Shrub-steppe

Total

569
78
129
86
8

890




METHODS AND MATERIALS -
SELECTION OF TARGET SPECIES

During the Wildlife Impact Assessment planning process, target specles
were chosen by an Interagency work group to represéent wildl 1fe affected
by the.Pallsades Project. -The specles were chosen elther because they .
are of high priortty according +o state or federal programs, or because
they are Indlcator specles used to best describe habitat cond!+lons for
groups of specles with similar habitat needs, During this mitligation
planning process,. the Interagency work 'group’ agreed to use the same
target species, to add Rocky Mountain elk to the blg game category
previously represented only by mule: deer, 'and to add the peregrine
falcon. ‘ C

RESPONSIBILITY OF HYDROPOWER TO MITTGATE'W]LDLIFE LOSSES

The Pallsades Project Is a mul+fphrp05e water resource deve!opment
Involving Irrigation, power, flood control, recreation, and flsh and

wildiife, The reservoir formed by Pallsades Dam has a total capacity

of 1,401,600 acre~feet, of which 44,700 ts dead storage, 155,300 Is
fnactive storage, and 1,201,600 Is actlve storage. The 200,000
acre-feet of Tnactive and dead storage I's used for minlimum power. head,
The 1,201,600 acre~feet of actlve space !s used Jointly for Irrigation,
flood control, and power generation (USBR 1970).

Development and operation of the Pallsades Project Inundated
approximately 15,600 acres In the late 1950's, and resulted In
substantial losses of wildlife and wlldllfe habitat (Sather-Blalr and
Preston 1985). Although wildlTfe production has been lost annually for
about 30 years, none of these’ |osses have been mitigated at +his +Ime
(Chaney and Sather-Blalr 1985). -

The Paclflc Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act of
1980 (sectlon 4(h)(10)A), states that "+he Administrator shall use the
Bonneville Power Adminlstration fund and the authorities avallable to
the Administrator t+o protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife

to the extent affected by the development ‘and operation of any
hydroelectric project of the CoIUmbIa‘Riygr and' Its tributarles,.."

Because Pallsades is a multipurpose project, there has been
considerable debate over the amount of -mitlgatlon that hydropower
beneficlaries should be responsible for. This complex Issue has been
examined from economic, operatfonal and habltat standpolints.

Financlal Feaslbll ity of ProJect:

The Pallsades Project was origlinally au+horlzed n 1941, bu+
construction was not started until’ 1952 folliowing its reauthorization

9



under the Act of 1950 (Publlc Law 864), The Project was reauthor!zed

substantially In accordance with +he USBR supplemental report of

July 1, 1949, under provisions of Section 9 of the Rec!amation Project
Act of 1939 (53 Stat, 1187). ' : '

Under the Reclamatlon Act of 1939, projects are authorized based on
economic Justiflicatlon and flnanclal feasibllity. Section 9(a) of the
Act states "if the proposed,cons*ruc*Jon,lsafqund;by +he secretary to
have englineering feasibility, and If +he répayable and returnabie
allocations to irrlgation, power, and municipal water supply or other
miscel laneous purposes found by the secretary -to be proper, together
with any allocation to fiood control or navigation made under -
subsection (b) of this sectlon, equal the total estimated cost of .
construction and determined by +he secretary, then the new project...
shall be deemed authorized." Thus, financlal feasibil| 1ty of water
projects Is indicated by the prospect of full recovery of all

" relmbursable costs from water users and power users.

The total estimated cost of the Palisades Project was $76,601,000 (USBR
1949), Of this total, $31,834,300 was allocated to flood control, fish
and wildiife, and recreation. This cost was considered nonrelmbursable
to the U.S. Treesury, as provided In the Reclamation Project Act of
19390 o H

The $44,766,700 cost allocated to Irrigation and power was considered
relmbursable to the U.S. Treasury. I+ was determined that repayment by.
frrigation water users would be limited by an abtl ity to.pay, up to a
max imum of $10,305,000., The rest of +he costs allocated to irrigation
($11,419,400) would be repald by some form of power revenues. |nterest
on the cost of the power facili+ies would be applled to the extent
necessary agalnst the excess Irrigation costs. In addi+ion,
$23,042,300 was allocated to be repald directly from power revenues.

In a January 1950 letter to the U.S. Bureau -of Rec!amatlion, the Federal
Power Commission stated "the Importance of power to the project Is
evidenced by the fact that I+ carrles the largest allocation of the
three principal functlions and would be responsible for 77% of the
relmbursable costs."

Estimated proJect costs and repayment schedules have changed somewhat
since the supplemental report of 1949, . In the revised 1985 Paillsades
Project statement of project construction cost and repayment, the
estimated total cost for the project !s $74,516,313. This Includes
$4,171,530.00 1n costs assumed from the Michaud Flats and Fort Hall
Indian Lands, Michaud Division Irrigation projects. The antlclipated
total refmbursable repayment from power and Irrigation Is $42,421,775. .

Of this total relmbursable repayment, $34,117,185 (80%) Is expected to ..

come from power revenues. The repayment from.power Includes
$4,171,530.00 toward the Michaud Flats and Fort Hall Indlan Lands,
Michaud Division irrigation projects.

The Pallsades Project Is simllar to other water projects In the west
where repayments from power revenues and the Interest component earned
on power Investments offset deficlencies in the repayment abll1ty of
water users, As the Secretary of the Interior (1951) points out,
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repayment from the Interest component earned oh power Investment makes
I+ possible +o undertake a number of-economicaily Justiflable projects
that otherwise could not be inl+iated because the cost of lrrigation:
facllitles 1s beyond the capacity of the wa+er users to repay within a
reasonable perlod of +ime,

An example of this was the Folsom Dam in the Central Valley area of
California "...where a situation analogous to that within the Columbia
Basin exists" (Secretary of the Interlor 1951), "The Income from the
disposition, under federal reclamation laws,’ of ‘the power there .
produced would asslst not only In amortizing the cost of the Folsom Dam
and pewer plant, but also In paylng an approprlate share of the cost of
Irrigation canals and other works needed to distribute water from-
Folsom Reservoir to Irrigation districts, citles, and suburban areas.
Unless this Tncome from power revenues Is provided for In accordance
with established practice under reclamatlion law, many.related
developments proposed in Central Valley, particularly in the Amerlcan
River Bas!in and nearby areas of Callfornia, will not be financlally
feaslble (H. Doc. 496, 80th Cong.)" (Secretary of the Interior 1951),

The Pallsades Project would not have been financlally feasible without
the hydroelectric development, and may not have been bulit.
Hydroelectric development !s the major revenue producer of the three

ma jor project functlions (incliuding Irrigation and flood control) and In
a sense carrfed the project through the repayment of reimbursabie costs
(80%) to the U.S. Treasury. Therefore, power beneflclaries should take
full (100%) responsiblility for the funding of mitigation for wildlife
losses from the Pallsades Project.

Operations

Pal isades Reservoir Is operated for Irrigaticn as part of a system
comprising three major reservolrs (Including Jackson Lake and Amerlcan
Falls). Pallsades Reservolr Is primarily a hold-over reservolr fo
provide a supplemental water supply for ex!sting projects (comprlslng
650,000 acres) In dry years (USBR 1951). "The holdover storage
accumulated both In Pallsades and Jackson Lake Reservelrs may remaln
untapped for perlods of several years, but will be avallable for use
during dry perlods" (USBR 1951).

Taklng Into account the: use of space In American Falls Reservolr for
new lands, the operation study showed that by adding Pallsades
Reservolr to the storage system, an average of 216,000 acre-feet of
additlonal water wculd be available annually, "Of this amount, 147,000
acre~feet would be s+ored In and dellvered from Pallsades Reservolr
(USBR 1951),

The Pallsades Definite Plan (USBR 1951) states, "It should be
recognized, however, that the average del Ivery of 147,000 acre-feet
annually 1s fixed by +he demand for supplemental wa+er and Ts not 2
measure of the full capability of the reservelr, |f there were a
demand for 1,200,000 acre-feet cf supplcmental water every year.Instead
of only In ex+remely dry vears, the reservolr storage right would y.ield
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an average of approximately one-half milllon acre-feet annually. Such
a demand does not exIst, however, because the existing reservolrs meet
all s+ordge water needs In years of above-average stream flow." -
Therefore, of the total storage capaclty of 1,401,600 acre-feet In The
Pal Isades Reservolr, an average of 147,000 acre-fee+ (10%) is used:
annually for irrigation.

An average of 4,890,266 acre-feet of water annually flow through the
Pal lsades Reservolr system. Power generators at the rated head will
uttilze discharges of 8,000 cublc feet per second (cfs). Based on an
analysis of Pallsades’ elevations and dlscharges by month, about 78%
(3,814,407 acre~feet) of annual Pallsades discharges go through the
+urblnes and are used for power.

Hab | vat

From a habl+a+ standpolint, the capact+y of 8 sInoIe—purpose power
project required to produce power benefits equivalent to those of the
Pal Isedes Project Is 856,000 acre-feet (USBR 1970). Taking Into
account the physical characteristics of Pallsades Reservoir, 856,000
acre-feet of water would cover 11,116 surface acres. This Is 71% of
the total 15,600 surface acres of +he Palisades Project.

Flced Contro!

Studles conducted by the Corps of Englneers durling project planning
showed that flood damages caused by flows of up +o 20,000 cfs could be
el Iminated more economically by construction of flocd control
structures In the form of levees. As 2 result, 18 mliles of levees
through the Helse-Reborts arca was authorized In conjunction with +he
Pallsades Project (USBR 1949). These levees were constructed wi+th
suffliclent free board to allow safe passage of 30,000 cfs during major
ftoods, Hence, the impor+ance of s+orage capac!+y In the reservoir for
flood control was lessened because of The protection provided from the:
levees, revetments, and other channel Improvements below the reservolr,

Power_and_Irrligation Tles

The Snake River Country pamphlet published by +he Pacific Northwest
River Basins Commission and Washington Sea Grant Program stated:
"Irrigated agriculture would not be.the cornerstone of the Basin's
economy without the early development of electricity. . In. fact, energy
development and agrlculfure grew up +oge*her in.the Snake River Basin. -
In the early 1900's, 1+ became evldent that pumps were needed to |1+
water to irrigate much of the basin's fands."

A portion of the power produced at the Pallsades Project ts used to run
Irrigation pumps at +he North Slde . pumplng divislon of the Minidoka
irrigaticn project and the Michaud lats Irrlgation project. These +wo
projects, which were authorized under the samec Act as Pallsades
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Reservolr (Publlic Law 864), total about 87,000 acres. The conversion
of the majorlty of these acres from:ngt[ve- végetation to .agriculture
was dlrectly the result of the avallabll ity of Pailsades power.

The conversion of natlve rangc to agriculturc affects many wildllfe
specles. While a few agrlcultural dependent ‘species such as pheasants
may Inltlially respond positively to this conversion, valuable habitat
for native wildllfe specles such as sage grouse, sharp-talled grouse,
pronghorn, mule deer, and elk Is lost. Natlve range supports a diverse
plant community and: weal+th cf:Wlldjlfe specles. Land converted to .
agriculture Is normally cultlivated toward monoculture wi+h |I+tle plant
diversity, which Tn turn supports little wildllfe diversity,

The Impact of land conversion from natlve vegetation to agriculture was.
not examined In the Pallsades Wildlife Impact Assessment (Sather-Blalr
and Preston 1985), although I+ resulted directly from the development
and operation of the Pallsades Projects DCurlng the Impact asscssment,
the work group ‘agresed that If lcsses to wildlife due to construction of
the reservolr area were fully mitigated, then adequate compensation due
to hydroelectric development would be recognized. The Pallsades.
wildlIfe Impact assessment team was lenient In thelr final assessment
of wildltfe losses at the Pallsades project by only examining the
15,600 acre [nundated area. Had the tie between Irrigation and - -
hydropower been examined In more detall, many more losses to wild!!fe
and thelr hablitats would have been attributed to the development and
operation of the Pallsades Project.

Allocation of Gonstruction Costs -

- e

The allocation of Joint facllitles construction costs to varlous
proJect functions was examined as a possible procedure to determine
hydrcpower responsibllity. We concluded that this is not a sultable
procedurc for dectermining hydropower responsibility at the Palisades
Project. Allocatlion percentages to project functions can vary

<

conslderably based on the particular method used.

A comblinaticon of three different methods was used to determine Joint
oct allecaticns for the Pallsades Project. For the nonrelmbursable
function of flood control, Joint costs were assigned equal to the
capital lzed value of the cstimated annual benefits. The balance cf +the
Joint costs for other functfons (lirrigation and power) was allocated on
the basis of the average of the "priority of use" and the "alternate
~ Justiflable expenditure" methods of allocatlon (USBR 1949), 1In a
letter to the Secretary of the Interior, the Bureau of Budget stated,
"In the absence of accepted methods of allocating costs, we can only
question the Justlificatlon for the procedure adopted In connectlion wi+th
the proposed Pal lsades Froject" (Secretary of the Interlor 1951),

The USBR (1961) stated that prior +o +hé‘édop+lon of more recent

methods of cost allocation, "several other procedures had been employed
by the varlous agencles engaged In the water resource development
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programs, |t was found +hrough experrence +hat these procedureq were
unsultable for one reason or ano+her and consequently they were
abandoned."

The USBR (1961) goes on +o state, "The methods of cost allocation
Inttially employed by +he Bureau of Reclamatlon were based upon
physlcal ‘eriterla such as 'use' of space' or ‘water released However,
It was found that such methods of allocation did not properly measure
the extent of use- by +he varlous functions Involved.” ... The physlcal
approach to cost allocation was also unsatisfactory in that i+ did not
provide a common denomlhator for all functlons Involved." :

Under the "priority of use" method of allocatlion at the Pallisades .
Project, all remalning jolnt costs (after nonreimbursable costs were
pre-allocated) were assigned to Irrigation because !t had prior use of
actlive space over power. However, +he 1,201,600 acre-feet of actlve .
space s used jointly for Irrigation, flood con+rol, and power
generation (USBR 1970).

"The alternative justifliable expenditure method !imits +he alloca+!on :
to any functlion to the Justiflable expendlture which 1s the lesser of
the beneflts or the cost of securling the same beneflt through the most
ITkely alternative means, ... Whlle this method of cost al!ocaflon
met the objectlions Inherent In +those procedures based solely on beneflt
or physical criteria, 1+ Involved other aspects which were

ob jectionable.

"This procedure depends on +he arblfrary segregation of faci!lities Into
Jotnt (those which serve more than one functlion) and into specific
(those which serve only a slng!e functton), In +his procedure, the
entire cost of the dam and reservoir Is considered as a Joint facllity
even though there may be dead storage which provided only power head,
or excluslve storage space which serves only a single function such as
flood control or Irrigation. Also, in the appllication, 1+ is assumed
that imbedded penstocks in the dam or a powerhouse conq+rucﬁed n fthe
dam are speclflc power faclllitles even though the elimination of such
facilltles would not result In a saving equal to the cost of the
facllities removed, For example, If such faclllties were removed, the
volds left would have to be fllled.

"Thus, the JolInt costs used under the alternative jJustiflable
expendlture method may Include, for example, +hat part of the.storage
capaclty used exclusively for a single function. Aisc, the true costs
of the specific facillties may be less than the cost normally regarded
as the cost of speclfic facllt+tes" (USBR- 1961).

Another problem with the use of Joint faclllity cost allocations as a
procedure to determine hydropower responsibility is that a
"disproporticnate share of the costs of multipurpose dams is often
accigned to navigation, flood control, or scenery enhancement"
(Campbel! 1986), At the Pallsades ProjJect, 65% of all jolint faclll#y
costs werc pre-zllocaeted to flood control, because of the practice of
gllocating amounts cqual t¢ the caplfallzed value of the beneflts of
nonrelmbursable flood control costs (USBR 1970)., This leaves only 35%
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of the Joint facliities costs to be divided between Irrigation and
power, This Is not an equitable nor a reascnabie way of determining
hydropower responsibility,

Summary

I'n summary, 1+ Is felt that hydropower beneficlaries should take full
responsibllity (100%) for the mitigation of wild!1fe losses due to the
development and operation of the Pallsades Hydroelectric Project. The
Pallsades Project would not have been financlally feasible without the
Inclusion.of the hydropower component, which !s expected to ultimately
be responsible for 80% of all reimbursable project costs. Quant!fled
wild!1fe losses occurred with the Inundation of the Pal Isades Reservoir
area 30 years ago (Sather-Blalr and Preston 1985), Other Impacts to
wildlife due to power (pump irrigation development) also occurred. but
were not quantifled. Ratepayers have benefited from power produced at
PalIsades for 30 years, while 30 years of wild!ife losses have gone
unmitigated. Hydroelectrlc power Is the principal revenue producing
component of the project, and utllizes the majority (78%) of all water
that annually passes through Pallsades Dam. |+ seems reasonzble that
hydropower beneflclaries should take ful! responsibll|ity for the
mitigation of wildllfe losses due to the development and operation of
the Pal isades Hydroelectric Project. T



PROTECTION/ENHANCEMENT GOALS

The Interagency work group agreed that a reasonable mi+igation goal for
wildl1fe Impacts from the Pallsades Project would be fo protect and/or
enhance enough wiidlife habltat to replace the value of hablitat
Inundated by the reservolir., |+ was agreed that wlldlIfe habitat should
be protected.and/or enhanced in both Idaho and Wyoming to compensate
for each respective state's wild!ife losses. The Inferagency group
further agreed to use the target specles Habitat Units lost
(Sather-Blalr and Preston 1985) as a guldeline during the mitigation
planning process, while conslidering +he needs of wlldlife in +he area.
These decisions were based on the following: '

1) WildlTfe need hablitat to éxts+.
Wildl1fe provide many soclal, economic; and aesthetic benefl+s

to people through a diversi+ty of consumptive and
nonconsumptive uses.

2)

w

3) Habltat Inundatlion attributable to hydroelectric development
and operation at the Pallsades Project reduced, and contlnues
to reduce, the wildllfe that could be supported by habitat in
the reservoir area had the project not been bull+,

4) The United States government, by passing +he Northwest Power
Act In 1980, acknowledged that the benefits of power
production from hydroelectric projects were occurring at the
expense of wlidlife, and the benefl+s wildl1fe can provide
have been, and continue to be, reduced. Acknowledging +hat
tradeoffs have occurred between beneflts of wildlife and
beneflits of hydropower, the Northwest Power Act directed the
BPA adminlstrator to use +he BPA fund and avallable
authorities ",,.to protect, mitigate, and enhance...wild!!fe
to the extent affected by the development and operation of any
hydroelectric project of +he Columbla River and 1+s
tributarles,,." (PL 96~501).

In early times, t+he wildllfe resource seemed unlimi+ed and negative
Impacts went unnoticed, However, needs of wlidi!fe have become more
and more apparent through +ime, with man's continued encroachment on
declining amounts of wildlife habltat. As a resul+t, +he needs that
wlldlIfe have for habltat, and the needs that people have for wlidlife,
seem to far outweigh the wildllfe losses attributable to the Palisades
Project, However, the authorlzation to protect, mitigate, and enhance
wlldl1fe under this program appears to be |imlited +o the amount
wildl1fe was affected by hydroelectric development and operation at +he
Project., Accordingly, the work group agreed to use the target specles
HabItat Units lost as a guldeline during the mitigation planning
process, while keeping In mind the needs of wlldlife and +he demand for
witdl 1fe resources In +he area.
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ASSESSMENT OF BENEFITS OF PROTECTION/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS

Hab itat Evaluation Procédure

The Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) developed by the USFWS (1980)
was used to estimate the beneflts of projects in terms of Habltat Units
(HU's). For a glven species, one HU Is equivalent to one acre of prime
habitat. For each target species benefited by a project, the
Interagency team of biologists estimated the effect the project would
have on the species Habitat Suitabi!ity Index (HSI). An HSI Is a
number between 0 and 1.0, and |s a measure of an-area's abllity to
provide the habitat requirements of a species. For a given species,
prime habitat has .an HSI of 1.0. Species models, comprised of
measurable habitat variables, were used for guidance during HSI
estimation, . As much as possible, technlques to estimate HSl's and HU's
were performed consistent with techniques used during the Wildl|fe
Impact Assessment (Sather-Blair and Preston 1985).

Mitigation Credit

Estimated benefits of protection actions and enhancement actioris were
credited differently for mitigation. Credit for protection of private
tand was the total estimated HU's that would be provided by the parcel
after management rights are acqulred through fee-title acqulisition or
easement (willing sellers only), and after the area s -enhanced through
management actions, Credit for enhancement projects on |ands
administered by federal or state land management agencies was the
estimate of HU's that would be increased on the project area as a
result of the management actlon, L -

These ﬁefhods and the accounting methods In the wildlife Impact
assessment were used In an effort to make mitigation accounting easier
to understand than If the more appropriate technique of annualizing

(USFWS 1980a) had been used. These simplified methods have resulted in’

liberal estimates of benefits and conservative estimates of losses.

Losses attributable to the Palisades Project were estimated as if they
had occurred at one point in time, although losses of available
wildlife habitats have been occurring for about 30 years. Likewise,
mitigation credits for protection/enhancement projects have been
estimated as If they wlll occur as soon as projects are Imp lemented.
However, benefits may not occur for several years until habitats
improve and wildlife increase their use of enhanced areas.

If the projects In this plan are completed by 1990 and take only 4
years fo produce the benefits estimated, by the year 2000 there will be
only 6 years of benefits to mitigate 44 years of wildlIfe and habitat
losses. We make this point to acknowledge the results of using
simplifled methods for mitigation accounting. The decision to use the
simpler methods was based, in part, on good faith that annual operation
and maintenance efforts would be funded for the |ife of Pallsades
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Project. As long as the Palisades Project is in place, inundation of
wi |gl ife habitat wi | | continue, and hands-on management at enhancement
projects will be necessary if the continuing hydropower impacts are to
be mitigated to the extent wildlife is being affected.

ASSESSMENT OF COSTS OF PROTECT | ON/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS

Agvance Des ign

This includes the estimated costs of preparing management plans for
enhancement work, sol iciting bids and quotes, negotiating management
agreements, and assoc iated | abor and travel. For protection actions,
willing sellers will be identified during advance design work. All
options of acquisition of fee-titles versus conservation easements will
be examined. Costs are based on estimates provided by biologists, land
managers, and/or eng i neers.

Implementation

This includes estimated costs of protection and enhancement measures
necessary to initially achieve desired project benefits. Protect ion
costs include the easement or purchase price of land (based on
appraised value of similar parcels), legal work and negotiations
necessary for acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing
sellers (estimated 8 $3,000.00/parcel), and appraisals (estimated &
$5,000.00/parcel).

The costs of acquiring conservation easements from willing sellers of
private parcels is expected to be similar to actual fee-title
acquisition of the same parcels. Current Idaho law regarding
conservation easements requires that in most cases, in order to
purchase a conservation easement, the purchasing agency must own land
appurtenant to the parcel to be purchased. There are plans to submit a
conservation easement bill to the lIdaho Legislature in the future. A
purpose of the bill would be to provide more flexibility in acquiring
conservation easements.

Enhancement costs include actions to improve wildlife habitat, such as
building dikes and islands, planting vegetation, and improving bald
eagle nest sites. Implementation costs are based on estimates provided
by biologists, land managers, and/or engineers.

Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

These are recurring annual costs necessary to achieve and sustain a
project’s estimated benefits to wildlife. Operation and maintenance
inc | uaes work such as fence ma intenance, weed control, water level
contro I, nesting and perch ing structure maintenance, graz ing management
to maintain desired habitat conditions through management of livestock
and operators, island rehabi | itation, and assoc iated | abor and travel.
Costs are based on estimates proviaed by biologists and land managers.
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Mon i tor ing

This includes the cost of col lecting baseline biological data as well
as periodic monitoring of all mitigation lands. Basel ine data and
monitoring are necessary to assess the effectiveness of proposed
protect ion/enhancement measures. Using adaptive management, mitigation
techniques wil | be changed if monitoring indicates that the desired
mitigation results are not being obtained. Costs are based on
estimates by biologists and land managers.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Protection, mitigation, and enhancement projects in this section are

| isted under target species headings, although many projects were
designed tc benefit the greatest number of target species possible.
Within each species section, under each respective state, projects are
listed in order of priorities assigned by the interagency work group.
The work group did not prioritize species, but did prioritize preferred
projects (Table 12) for each respective state.

RAPTORS

BALD EAGLE

Biological heeds

The bald eagle is presently federally listed as endangered in lIdaho
under the Enaangered Spec ies Act of 1973 (as amended). Histor ic

decl ines in baicd eagle populations resulted from early uncontrolled
shooting by humans, widespread pesticide use, and loss of required
habitat. The Draft Pac i f ic States Balc Eagle Recovery Pl an (DBERP)
(USFWS 19842) states, "Hab itat loss cont inues to be and will probably
cont inue as the most significant iong-term threat to al | bald eagle
populations in the regicn."

Breeding bald eagles require large trees to support bulky nests. Tree
spec ies does not seer to be as important as tree size, branch form, and
location, although certain tree species meet nesting requirements to a
larger gegree than others (Anthony et al. 1982). In Idaho, large
cottonwoods (Populus spp.), ponderosa pines (Pinus ponderosa), and
Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) are used most frequently (USFWS
19842).

Distribution of bald eagle nests appears to be related to the

avai labil ity of food (fish, aquatic birds, carrion) early in the

breed ing season An additional requirement for breeding sites appears
to be close proximity to open water during early incubation (late March
to early April) (Greater Yel lowstone Ecosystem (GYE) Bald Eagle Working
Team, 1983). The total bald eagle breed ing season occurs from February
through August.

Bald eagles are very sensitive to human disturbance during the breeding
season. Human activities have caused abandonment of nesting
territories and also resulted in reproductive failures (USFWS 1984a).

The most important component of wintering bald eagle habitat is an
acgequete food source. Wintering balc eagles often concentrate along

Riparian areas to forage in open water and marshy areas for fish and
weterfowl. Ungulate carrion is animportant alternative winter food
source for bald eagles in some areas.
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Existing Management Goals

The primary objective of the DBERP (USFWS 1984a) is to provide secure
habitat for bald eagles and to increase population levels in specific
geographic areas to delist the species.

The proposed management direction for Zone 18 of the Greater

Ye | | owstone Ecosystem (USFWS 1984a), wh ich includes the Henrys Fork and
South Fork Snake River includes: (1) Coordinate intensive management
planning to maintain and increase nesting populations and their
habitat, (2) regulate recreational use, (3) protect habitat through
exchange, easement, or purchase, (4) initiate research and locate
nesting and feeding areas, (5) maintain wintering hab itat and
non-contaminated food source, (6) ensure maximum production, and (7)
restock fisheries where needed.

GYE management plan goals include: (1) identify and resolve conflicts
of ongoing and proposed land use, (2) ensure that the potential exists
for adequate protection of all nesting pairs of bald eagles in the
future, (3) maintain or enhance nesting habitat and prey base at all
nest sites, and (4) ensure that potential nesting hab itat is managed +c¢
allow for population expansion or compensation for lost habitat. The
overall objective for the GYE bald eagle population is to achieve and
maintain 62 breeding pairs fledging a S-year average of 53 young per
year (GYE Bald Eagle Working Team 1983). These goals have not yet been
met.

A primary goal of the Targhee National Forest (TNF) is to “Provide
habitat to contribute toward a recovered population of threatened and
endangered wi Idl ife” (TNF 1985).

A proposed management objective of the Bureau of Land Management is to
maintain high qual ity r ibar ian hab itat along the Henry's Fork and South
Fork Snake River and provide critical nesting and wintering areas for
bald eagles (USBLM 1985).

Icaho Fisn and Game management for rabtors will be directed at

preserv ing their habitat protecting and enhancing nest sites, and
implementing the Bald Eagle Recovery Plan in Idaho, including nest site
protection (Morache et al. 1985).

The Department wi | | place special emphasis on the preservat ion and
protect ion of r ipar ian hab itats. This will include (1) fencing to
exclude | ivestock; (2) support of legislation to compensate private
landowners who preserve ripar ian habitats; and (3) purchasing or
acquiring easement to key r iparian habitats. The Department wil |
promote any reasonable efforts to rehab i | itate samaged r i par i an
habitats. It will further ‘centify riparian zones used oy any nongame
species classified as Threatened or Endangered, 3 Sensitive Species or
a Species of Special Concern and make every reasonabl i e effort to
preserve and enhance areas, wherher through purchase rehab i | itation,
fencing, or other means (Morache et al. 1985).

21



Protection/Enhancement Goals

It was estimated that the construction of Palisades Reservoir and
subsequent hydroelectric development resulted in a loss of 5,941 bald
eagle HU's for the breeding season and 18,565 bald eagle HU's for the
winter season (Sather-Blair and Preston 1985). The interagency work
group agreed that a reasonable goal for protection/enhancement of the
bald eagle is to replace those HU's lost, while considering the needs
of bald eagles in the general area of Palisades Reservoir. However,
during this planning process it was found that many of the wintering
bald eagle Habitat Units lost cannot be mitigated in the general
vicinity of Palisades Reservoir. As a result, other species projects
should be considered as trade-offs for these unmitigated wintering bald
eagle habitat losses.
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Preferred Protect ion/Enhancement Projects ( lIdaho)

The following preferred projects benefit bald eagles. The projects are
listed in order of the priorities assigned to Idaho projects by the
interagency work group (Table 5). It should be stressed that most of
the projects are designed for, and benefit, a variety of other target
and non-target riparian dependent wildlife species.

South Fork Snake River protection/enhancement. -- Protect through

acqu is it ion of easements or fee-titles, and enhance, 3,200 acres of
approximately 6,400 acres of private inholdings along the South Fork
Snake R iver (SFSR) . The interagency work group wishes to stress that
land or easements will only be acquired from willing sellers. These
private lands are along a relatively undeveloped 27 mile stretch of the
SFSR, referred to as the "Area of Concern” in a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) signed by 5 agencies2 in 1981. This interagency
group is very act iv8 in the management of the SFSR, and bald eag les are
an important species in their management objectives. The MOU points
out that (1) the area possesses a number of natural resources or
potential resources of high value to Idaho and the nation, (2) the
potential is high for conflict between various human uses of the
resources in th is area, and (3) the interagency group has no authority
over the private lands which lie within the Area of Concern, and yet
they are important to the integrity of some of the values of concern.

The SFSR below Palisades Reservoir supports the most extensive
cottonwood r i par ian forest rema in ing in | daho and one of the | argest
such ecosystems in the western intermountain region of North America.
In 1980, it was identified as the most important fish and wildlife
habitat site in Ildaho (USFWS 1986). Nationwide, more than 70% of the
riparian ecosystems have been altered. In some western states,
riparian losses have been as high as 9% (Brinson et al. 1981).

The SFSR is essential habitat for bald eagles with 8 active nests
located along its shorel ine. This represents 35% of the entire nesting
population in Idaho (USFWS 1986). During the winter, 40 to 60 bald
eagles regularly winter along the South Fork, althougn as many as 80
have been counted.

The biggest threat to the conservation of the SFSR ecosystem is
residential and recreational development of privately owned lands
adjacent to the river (USFWS 1986). Protection and ehnancement of
3,200 acres of key private parcels along the SFSR would follow closely
the goals and objective of agencies Involved on the SFSR MOU and with
the management of the bald eagle.

Benef its: Protection and enhancement of 3,200 acres cf private
riparian parcels along the SFSR wil | benefit far more wildl ife than
just the bald eagle.

2 The five agencies involved In the MOU include the USFWS, USFS,

USBR, USBLM, and IDFG.
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Riparian wetland areas represent less than 1% of the total land
surface in ldaho, and yet acre for acre, they are the most
important areas for fish and wildlife. The SFSR, with the
associated forested, scrub-shrub, and emergent wet iands, supports a
rich diversity of wildlife, est i mated at over 260 spec ies.

There are at least 2 historic nesting sites for peregrine falcons
in the vicinity of the SFSR. Conservation of riparian wetlands
will benefit both the endangered bald eagle and endangered
peregrine falcon.

The SFSR provides important habitat for 14 of the 30 bird species
identified by the USFWS as National Species of Special Emphasis.

It also provides habitat for several USFWS Regional sensitive bird
species. Numerous islands along the SFSR provide nesting habitat
for Canada geese and other waterfowl. The river also provides high
guality wintering habitat for waterfowl. Shrublands within the
canyon area provide winter range for mule deer, elk, and moose.
The following estimated benefits are based on protection followed
by enhancement measures listed under costs below.

Species HU's
Bald eagle - breeding 2,127
Bald eagle = wintering 3,200
Bi ack-capped ch ickadee 1,084
Yel low warbler 170
Canada goose 185
Mink 305
Mal lard 231
Ruffed grouse 1,362
Mule deer 569
Total 9,233

Costs: Protection costs are estimated tc be $2,648,000. This
shou Id be treated as a rough estimate because costs cou Id vary
widely among private parcels based on future land appraisals.
Enhancement measures will include the construction of 25 to 50
goose nesting platforms, a fencing and r ipar ian pasture management
program, and revegetation of some agriculture lands; costs are
estimated at $40.00/acre. Annual operation, maintenance, and
monitoring will be needed to sustain annual wild! ife benefits.

Advance Design 100,000.00
Imp | ementat ion (Protect ion and Enhancement) 2,776,000,00
Total $2,876,000,00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 64,000.00
Monitoring 8,000 .00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $72,000.00
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Pal isades Reservoir nesting territory protection -- Protect an
existing bald eagle breeding territory through fee-title acquisition,
easement, or land exchange. The nest was located in 1979 and has been
active since then. It is located on USFS lands a few feet from 90
acres of private property. Future development of this 90 acres would
likely destroy this breeding territory and be disruptive tc the goals
and objectives of agencies involved with bald eagle management.

Benefits: This project will benefit bald eagles by protecting an
existing nest site and ensuring continued production of bald

eagles.
Speci es HU's
Bald eagle - breeding 504

Costs: Costs for protection of 90 acres of the breeding territory
have been developed by USFS personnel. Costs would be lessened if
land exchange is determined to be a viable alternative to
acquisition of fee-title or easement. Land exchange holds some
potential if adequate land for a future home site can be found in
the general area of Palisades Reservoir and exchanged for the 90
acres in the bald eagle breeding territory. This wil | be examined
during the advance design stage of this project. Treatment and
maintenance of the nest site is proposed under the bald eagle nest
s i tes enhancement project. Operation, maintenance, and monitoring
will be necessary to maintain habitat quality, for eagles, on the
90 acre parcel.

Advance Des ign 15,000.00
Implementation 458,000.00
Total $473,000.00
Operat icn and Ma intenance 1,000.00
Monitoring 1,000.00
Total Annual Costs $2,000.00
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Henrys Fork Snake River protect ion/enhancement. -- Protect through

acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing sellers, and
enhance, 535 acres of pr ivate | and a long the Henrys Fork Snake River.
This prime riparian habitat is near the IDFG Market Lake Waildlife
Management Area (WMA) and is threatened by future development.

Benefits:

Benefits of this project are similar to the benefits of

the South Fork Snake River riparian protection and enhancement

project.

Riparian wetland areas represent less than 1% of the

total land surface in Idaho and yet, acre for acre, they are the
most important areas for fish and wildlife. Breeding and wintering
bald eagles would be benefited as well as a host of other

wet | and/r i par ian dependent spec ies. This project will closely
follow a goal of the IDFG Market Lake WMA, which is to purchase
private land near the East Springs Marsh (IDFG 1986).

Spec i es HU's
Bald eagle - wintering 439
Bald eagle - breeding 343
Bl ack-capped ch ickadee 104
Yel low warbler 274
Canada goose 5
Mink 391
Mal lard 260
Mu | e deer 20
Total 1,836

Costs: Protection costs are estimated to be $230,000. Enhancement

practices

(fencing, etc.) are estimated to cost $20.0O/acre.

Annual operation and maintenance is estimated to cost $3,000.00 to
sustain enhancement benefits,

Advance Des ign 10,000,00
| mp | ementat ion 240,700.00
Tota | $250,700.00
Operation and Maintenance 3,000,00
Monitoring 1,000,00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $4,000.00
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Nest Sites enhancement - Palisades Reservoir, South Fork, Henrys
Fork, Main Snake. -- Enhance existing and potential bald eagle
nest sites through a combination of tree topping, pruning,
thinning, planting, and nest structure improvements. There are
specific tree and crown characteristics that are important in nest
tree selection. There presently are 10 existing nest sites in the
area. Bald eagle production losses may soon occur at existing
nest sites if this project is not implemented.

Benef its: These enhancement measures will help ensure use of
nest sites by nesting bald eagles and, consequently, continued

production.
Species HU’s
Bald eagle - breeding 1,200

Costs: Costs will vary by site based on specific needs. They are
averaged her8 based on cost estimates by USFS and IDFG personnel.

Advance Design 10, 000. 00
Implementation 44,000.00
Total $54,000 .00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 4,000.00
Monitoring 1,200 .00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $5,200.00
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MuGc Lake and Market Lake winter bald eagle perches. -- Enhance bald
eagle winter habitat by erecting a combination of 30 artificial perches
on Market Lake and Mud Lake WMA's. These perches will provide
immediate benefits tc wintering bald eagles. In addition, 10 to 15
cottonwood seedlings will be planted near each perch site to provide
future long-term benefits to wintering bald eagles. It is expected
that live trees will take the place of artificial perches 20 to 50
years after the project is initiated.

Benefits: A lack of natural perches for foraging bald eagles and
other raptors currently exists at Mud Lake and Market Lake WMA's
Winter perches can make previously unsuitable areas available to
foraging eagles (R. Knight, pers. commun., in DBERP 1984). Other
raptors in the area would also benefit from these perches.

Spec i es HU’s

Bald eagle - wintering 754
Costs: Advance design w i | | include the preparation of a management
plan that will detail perch locations and expected results. Each
artificial perch structure will include 4 posts and cross pieces.

Total cost for artificial perch materials and cottonwood seedlings
is estimated a+ $17,700.00. It is projected that 10 man days of
labor ($80.00/man day) will be needed for construction of
artificial perches and planting trees. Annual operation and
maintenance will be needed to repair artificial perches and care

for trees.

Advance Des ign 3,000.00
Implementation 18,500.00
Total $21,500.00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 1,000 .00
Monitoring 1,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $2,000.00
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Preferred Protection/Enhancement Projects (Wyoming)

The following project was developed by WDGF personnel as partial
mitigation for bald eagle habitat losses in Wyoming caused by
construction of Palisades Reservoir.

Bald Eaqle nest sites enhancement - Palisades area. -- The goal of this
project is to maintain the production integrity of 4 bald eagle nest
sites in the vicinity of Palisades Reservoir in Wyoming. Potential
habitat improvement practices include tree topping, pruning, thinning,
planting, and nest structure improvements. One of the nest sites is on
the Salt River, and the other 3 are on the Snake River.

Benef its: This project will help ensure that bald eagles continue
to use these nest sites and that long term production will occur.

Species HU's
Bald eagle = breeding 480
Costs: Advance design work will include a year to determine

requirements for habitat management on 4 nest sites.
Implementation will include 3 years of nest site enhancements.
Annual operation and maintenance will be necessary to assure
continued site productivity. Annual monitoring will provide a
means of practicing adaptive management to modify and refine nest
site improvements.

Advance Design 40,000.90
Implementation 16,000.00
Total $56,000.00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 2,000.00
Mon i tor i ng 1,200.90
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $3,200.00



Table 5. Summary of bald eagle preferred protection/enhancement
prcjects. Tne objective of these projects is to increase the overall
productivity of the endangered bald eagle, and benefit a vast array of
- i par i an aependent spec ies, through protect ion and/or enhancement of
key riparian habitat. In order to sustain annual benefits, annual
operation, maintenance, and mon itor ing w i | | be necessary throughout the
life of the Palisades Project.

Costs Bald Eagle
Advance Design Annual O0&M Benefits (HU's)

Preferred Projects & Implementation & Monitoring Breeding Winter
Idaho
South Fork Snake River

protection/enhancement

(3,200 ac) 2,876,000 72,000 2,127 3,200
Palisades Reservoir bald

eagle nesting territory

protection (90 ac) 473,000 2,000 504 0
Henrys Fork Snake River

protect ion/enhancement

(535 ac) 250,700 4,000 343 439
Bald eagle nest sites

enhancement 54,000 5,200 1,200 0
Muc Lake and Market Lake

WMA's winter bald eagle

perches 21,500 2,000 0 754
South Fork Snake River

protect ion/enhancement

(additional 2,000 ac) 1,797,500 45,000 1,329 2,000
Wyoming
Bald eagle nest sites

enhancement 56,000 3,200 480 0
Subtotals $5,528,700 $133,400 5,983 6,393
Other Projects 120 0
Totals 6,103 6,393
Pai isaaes Project Impacts (HU's) -5,941 -18,565
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NONGAME/RIPARIAN

The yellow warbler and black-capped chickadee were selected as target
species for nongamef/riparian species. The yellow warbler is an
indicator species for scrub-shrub wetlands, and the black-capped
chickadee is an indicator species for forested wetlands.

The yellow warbler and black-capped chickadee represent a multitude of
wi Idl ife species associated with riparian habitats. It is well
documented that wildlife species use riparian zones and wetlands
disproportionately more than other vegetation zones. The density and
diversity of wildlife is greater in riparian areas than in any other
habitat type (Odum 1979). Riparian wetlands provide many other
ecological benefits, including reduction of floods and erosion,
improvement of water quality, food chain support and nutrient cycling,
and a variety of socio-economic functions.

YELLOW WARBLER (Indicator Spe les for Scrub--shrub Wet | ands)

Biological Needs

The yellow warbler breeds throughout most of the United States and is a
common breeder in scrub-shrub habitat in Idaho. Preferred nesting
habitats for this insectivorous warbler are generally wet areas with
abundant shrubs or small trees (Schroeder 1982). Areas of extensive
forest with closed canopies are generally avoided (Hebard 1961), wnile
areas of low deciduous growth are preferred (Morse 1973). A breeding
bird census across the United States (VanVelzen 1981) was summarized to
determine nesting habitat needs of the yellow warbler (Schroeder

1982). Approximately 67% of all censused areas dominated by shrubs
were used wnile 100% of all shrub wetlands received use. Wetland
shrub habitats also had the highest average breeding densities of
yellow warblers. In Idaho, yellow warblers also occupy areas dominated
by deciduous shrubs or narrow stream-side thickets (Larrison et al.
1967).

Existing Management Goals

The yellow warbler is closely associated with riparian habitat.
Therefore, most management goals that pertain to riparian areas in
Idaho affect yellow warblers. The IDFG will place special emphasis on
the preservation and protection of ripar ian habitats. This will
include: (1) fencing to exclude | ivestock, (2) support of legislation
to compensate private landowners who preserve riparian habitats, and
(3) purchasing or acquiring easement to key riparian habitats. The
Department will promote any reasonable efforts to rehabilitate damaged
riparian habitats. It willfurther identify riparian zones used by any
nongame species classified as Threatened or Endangered, a Sensitive
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Species, or a Spec ies of Spec i al Concern and make every reasonab le
effort to preserve and enhance areas, whether through purchase,
rehab i | itation, fencing, or other means (Morache et al. 1985).

Protection/Enhancement Goals

It was estimated that the construction of Palisades Reservoir and
subsequent hydroelectric development resulted in a net loss of 716
yellow warbler HU's (Sather-Blair and Preston 1985). Yellow warbler HU
losses closely reflect the loss of the scrub/shrub component of
riparian habitat. Riparian wetland areas represent less than 1% of the
total land surface in ldaho and yet, acre for acre, they are the most
important areas for wildlife (USFWS 1986. The interagency work group
agreed that a reasonable goal for protection/enhancement of the yellow
warbler is to replace at least those HU's that were lost, through a
series of protection/enhancement projects in the general area of
Palisades Reservoir, given the importance of riparian habitat.

BLACK-CAPPED CHICKADEE ( | nd icator Spec ies for Forested Wet lands)

Biological Needs

Black-capped chickadees generally prefer deciduous or riparian
woodlands (Larrison and Sonnenberg 1968, Sturman 1968). Cadwallader
(1980) found that black-capped chickadees were associated with riparian
zones on the South Fork of the Boise River in southern lIdaho.

Ch ickadees are “insect gleaners" and serve as important insect
predators in forested areas (Sturman 1968).

slack-capped chickadees are cavity nesters (Stauffer and Best 1980).
Nesting nabitat is often limited by the number of available snags

( Schroeder 1983 ). Preferred nesting tree species include willows
(Salix spp.) and cottonwoods and poplars (Populus spp.).

Existina Management Goats

Similar to the yellow warbler, the future distribution of the
black-capped chickadee is closely tied to riparian area management
goals in Idaho. |IDFG riparian goals for nongame species are | isted
under "EXisting Management Goals" for the yellow warbler.

Protection/Enhancement Goals

It was estimated that the construction of Palisades Reservoir and
subsequent hydroelectric development resulted in a loss of 1,358
black-capped chickadee HU's (Sather-Blair and Preston 1985).

Balck-capped chickadee HU losses closely reflect the loss cf the
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deciduous forested wetland component of riparian habitat. Riparian
wetland areas represent less than 1% of the total land surface in Idaho
and yet, acre for acre, they are the most important areas for wildlife
(USFWS 1986). The interagency work group agreed that a reasonable
level of protection/enhancement for the black-capped chickadee is to
replace at least those HU's that were lost, through a series of
protection/enhancement projects in the general area of Palisades
Reservoir, given the importance of r ipar ian habitat.

PREFERRED PROTECTION/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS

The yellow warbler and black-capped chickadee benefited from a number
of other species specific preferred projects developed by the
interagency work group. Projects that will protect and enhance
riparian areas along the South Fork and Henrys Fork Snake River will be
especially important to these nongame species (Table 6) and a host of
other riparian dependent wildlife species. These projects are detailed
in the preceding bald eagle section.
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Table 6. Summary of preferred protection/enhancement projects that
benefit nongame/ribar ian species. Projects are detailed in the bald
eagle section. The objective of these projects is to protect and/or
enhance key remaining riparian areas in eastern Idaho. In order to
sustain annual benefits, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring
will be necessary throughout the life of the Palisades Project.

Benefits (HU's)

Other Spec | es Yel low B I ack-capped
Preferred Projects Warb | er Ch ickadee

South Fork Snake River
protect ion/enhancement
(3,200 ac) 170 1,084

Henrys Fork Snake River
protection/enhancement
(535 ac) 274 104

South Fork Snake River
protect ion/enhancement

(additional 2,000 ac) 106 678
Other projects 29 0
Totals 579 1,866
Pa | i sades Project | mpacts (HU's) -716 -1,358
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BIG GAME

Rocky Mounta in elk and mu le deer are the target spec ies being used to
represent th is group. Although elk habitat was adversely affected by
the Palisades Project, the mule deer was the only target species used
to evaluate the effects of the project on big game. Due to the
important needs of elk in eastern Idaho, the interagency work group
agreed that mitigation projects benefiting elk would be credited to big
game mitigation. it was further agreed that when a project is expected
to benefit elk and mule deer, the big game mitigation credit attributed
to the project is the estimated benefit to the species most
protected/enhanced by the project.

ELK

Biological Needs

Elk are herbivores that use a variety of habitats and usually migrate
between seasonal ranges. EIlk have certain basic hab itat requirements
including food, water, protection from the elements, and, where hunted,
hiding cover and security areas. Availability and distribution of
these habitat components on each seasonal range ultimately determine
the distribution and numbers of elk that may be supported (Toweile et
al. 1985).

Elk summer range in eastern ldaho is typically mountainous habitat.
Long migrations to winter range are common, Much of the winter range
in this area is low elevation sagebrush-grassland habitat. The
sever ity of the winter, and associated snow depths, usually dictate
the elevation that elk wil | move to during a winter.

Grasses or shrubs constitute the major winter diet. Browse (leaves and
tw igs of shrubs and trees | is important in shrub ranges, and grasses
are important when available. The spring diet reflects a transition
from winter to summer foods, w ith grasses often being most important
As summer nears, forbs become important, atthough leaves of browse
species may be readily taken. Fal | diets often revert to predominantly
grass or browse (Peek 1982).

EXxisting Management Goals

IDFG statewide habitat-related goals for elk include the following:

1) Increase elk populations in areas where natural forage is
available.

2) Acquire critical portions of elk range, especially when
adjacent to ranges already managed by the Department and/or
where such areas may be negatively impacted by | and management
or development actions.
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3) Througt purchase of fee-titles or easements, work toward
mai ntaining migration corridors to elk habitat.

4) Work with federa |, state, and pr ivate | and managers to
imp | ement range rehab i | itation measures on elk winter range.

IDFG habitat-related goals for elk in the mitigation areas include the
following:

1) Purchase critical elk winter ranges currently in private
ownership, and seek easements and cooperative agreements with
private landowners.

2) Pursue an acquisition program for critical elk winter range on
the Sand Creek big game range to reduce encroachment of
agriculture on the west side of the winter range, which is
reducing the unit’'s capacity to support elk and may block the
migration route to southern portions of the winter range.

3) Allow the herd that winters on Tex Creek WMA to increase as
habitat on the WMA is being developed.

MULE DEER

Biological Needs

Mule deer are herbivores that use a variety of habitats and usually
migrate between seasonal ranges. Winter range is a critical component
of mule deer habitat, and spring and summer-fall ranges are also very
important (Trent et al. 1985).

Mule deer winter habitat in much of eastern Idaho is low elevation
sagebrush-grass | and range. Cover, aspect, and elevation are recognized
as crucial components of winter range, where availability of thermal
sites and forage is important. Loveless (1967, cited by Mackie et al.
1982) reported that snow depths of 20 inches or more precluded the use
of an area by mule deer, Gilbert et al. (1970) found snow depths in
excess of 18 inches to prec | ude deer use of an area. Winter diet is
principally browse (leaves and twigs of shrubs and trees). The
availability of adequate browse is often the limiting factor for mule
deer populations over much of their range (Schneegas and Bumstead
1977).

Early spring is an important time of year for mule deer, and spring
range is a key component of year-round habitat. Qual ity and quantity
of nutritious forage in the spring has a major effect on mule deer
production and survival (Wal Imc et al. 1977). Spring diet contains a
high percentage of grasses (Hill 1956) as well as forbs and browse
(Kufeld et al. 1973).
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Summer-fal | ranges are important because this is where deer produce fat
reserves that allow survival through winter (Trent et al. 1985). Forbs
and new shrub growth comprise most of the diet during this period

( Schneegas and Bumstead 1977).

Existing Management Goats

IDFG statewide habitat-related goals for mule deer include the
fol lowing:

1) Acquire and/or improve winter range.

2) Through purchase of fee-titles or easements, work Toward
maintaining access to habitat.

3) Purchase parcels with in or adjacent to the boundar ies of
estab | ished w i Id | | fe management areas.

IDFG habitat-related goals for mule deer in the mitigation areas
include the fol lowing:

1) Pursue land acqu is it ion in Sand Creek area to reduce
encroachment of agriculture on the west side of the winter
range, which could result in increased competition between elk
and deer for critical winter range.

20 Continue working with land management agencies on. projects to
rejuvenate winter ranges.

3) Cont inue and expand the program of use-trade agreements to
improve and maintain winter range,

PROTECT | ON/ENHANCEMENT GOALS

The Wildl ife Impact Assessment for the Pal isaaes Project (Sather-Blair
and Preston 1985) identified net losses of 3,178 acres of pig game

hab itat, which provided important elk and moose hab itat, and an
estimated 2,454 HU's of mule deer winter habitat.

Due t o the encroachment cf agriculture on the west side of the Sand
Creek b g game winter range, available habitat is being reduced, and
access to thousands of acres of traditional winter range is being
threatened. Perpetuation of the Sand Creek elk and mule deer herds
depends on the protection of the migration corridor and winter range.
There are important b ig game w winter habitat neeasn many other areas
also. Therefore, the interagency work group agreed that a reasonab le
goal under this program Is to replace at least the 2,454 HUs
identified as big game losses at pal isades, whi le considering the needs
of big game in eastern cano.

37



PREFERRED PROTECT |ON/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS |

The followling preferred projects were proposed speclifically tc benefit
elk and/or mule deer. These projects are |isted In order of +he
priorities assigned by the interagency work group. Acquisition of
easements or fee~tltles Is dependent upon wllling sellers,’

There were other protection/enhancement projects, developed during.thls
plannning effort, that would benefi+ big game. Beneflits are presented
In this sectlon's summary (Table 7); the projects are detailed In the
bald eagle sectlon, ‘

Sand Creek_=- Blg Grassy profection/enhancement. =~ This project Is
primarily for protection of one 5,000 acre parcel of critical elk and
mule deer winter range and protection of the ‘only migration corrldor +o
addltional IDFG and RLM~adminlsteréd wlnter range In the area. The
parcel 1s threatened by agricultural development, Enhancement measures
will Include fencing, grazlng management, and forage improvements.

Beneflts: Protectlon of +this property wlll remove threats from
agricultural development, help malntaln the area's capaclty to .
support wintering elk, and benefi+ wintering mule deer, resident
sharp-talled grouse, and many other sagebrush/grassland dependent
species. Further, protection will help malntaln the elk .and. mule
deer migration route to thousands of acres in +he southern portlons
of this winter range, I+ is general ly consldered that loss of thls
migration corridor would jeopardize +he contlnued exlstence. of this
elk herd., This winter range [s presently supporting 2,000 to 2,500
elk. This parcel and remaining nearby winter range provides +he
most critical range In the area dutring severe winters.

Spectes HY's
Elk/Mule deer ‘ 4., 000

Costs: Estimated Implementation costs Include $633,000.00 for
acqulislition of an easement or fee=+itle I'f the seller I's wililng,
and $50,000.00 for range ‘Improvement measures, Ahhual operat.ion :
and maintenance will be necessary to malntain the benefits.of range
Improvements, Monitoring will be necessary o assess the benef|+s
of the project and to practice adaptive habltat management.

Advance :Deslgn S ‘ .25,000.00
Implementation L L . 683,000,00.. . .
Total = - o ‘ $708,000.00
Operation and Malntenance 10,000.00
Monitoring A : . 5,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Pallsades . o
ProJject : $15,000.00
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Sand Creek - Hook of the Sands protection/enhancement. -- This project
is for protection and enhancement of a 4,880 acre parcel that exists at
the narrowest portion of the migration corridor on this critical elk
and mule deer winter range. This area was traditional winter range.
About 2,800 acres of this tract currently being farmed would be
converted back to native sagebrush/grass | and range.

Benef its: Protection and enhancement of this tract will improve
the area’s capacity to support elk and mule deer and will protect
this critical migration route. The tract is on what was possibly
the most important portion of this critical elk winter range.
Wintering mule deer, sharp-tailed grouse, and many other
sagebrush/grassland species will also benefit.

Spec ies HU's
Elk/Mule deer 3,904

costs: Estimated implementation costs include $2,228,000.00 for
acquisition of an easement or fee-title if the sel ler is wil | ing,
$560,000.00 for conversion of 2,800 acres of farmland to native
range, and $21,000.00 for range improvements on 2,080 acres of
existing range. Operation and maintenance costs may need to
include two years of watering using an existing irrigation system
to ensure success of the grass seeding and shrub planting. Annual
operation and ma intenance w i | | be necessary to ma inta in the
benefits of range improvements. Wonitoring wil | be necessary to
assess the benefits of the project and to practice adaptive habitat

management.

Advance Des ign 52,50.00
Implementation 2,809,300.00
Tota | 52,371 ,500.00
Operation and Maintenance 48,000.00
Mon i tor i ng 4,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palidases

Project $52,000.00
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Sand Creek - South Junipers protection/enhancement. -- This project is

for protection and enhancement of a 3,160 acre parcel that provides
critical mule deer winter habitat. The area supports 1,500 to 2,000
mule deer, and is threatened by agricultural development.

Benef its: Protection of this property will help maintain the
area’s capacity to support wintering mule deer. Wintering elk,
sharp-tai led grouse, sage grouse, and many other
sagebrush/grassland species will also benefit.

Speci es HU's
Elk/Mule deer 2,528

costs: Estimated implementation costs include $403,000.00 for

acquisition of an easement or fee-title if the seller is willing,

and $63,000.00 for range improvements. Annual operation and
maintenance will be necessary to maintain the benefits of range

improvements. Monitoring will be necessary to assess the benefits

of the project and to practice adaptive habitat management.

Advance Design 25, 000. Q0
implementation 466, 000, Q0
Tota | $491 ,000.00
Operation and Ma intance 31,000.00
Monitoring 2, 000. 00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $33, 000. 00
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Swan_ Valley protection/enhancement. -- The purpose of this project is
to protect through acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing
sel lers, and enhance, 750 acres of elk and mule deer winter range near
Swan Val ley, | daho. The parce s have a mix Of agricul fura | 1ands and
native range. These private parcels lie in an area of historic deer
and elk winter range, much of which has been converted to agricultural
product ion. Most of the current native range is overgrazed both by

| ivestock and big game. As native winter range has disappeared,
conflicts between wintering big game and private landowners have

i ncreased.

Benef its: Protection and enhancement of these key private parcels
will help increase the quality and quantity of winter range habitat
for big game in the area and reduce big game depredation conf | icts.

Species HU's
Elk/Mule deer 525

Costs: Protection costs are estimated to be $219,000.00 Based on
a combination of browse plantings on native range and agricultural
land conversion, wild | ife forage enhancement costs are estimated at
$100.00/acre. Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring will
be necessary to maintain the benefits of range improvements.
Monitoring will be necessary to assess the benefits of the project
and to practice adaptive hab itat management.

Advance Design 20,000.00
Implementation 294,000.00
Tota | $314,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 8,000.00
Mon itor ing 1,500.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $9,500.00



Table 7. Summary of elk/mule deer preferred protection/enhancement
projects. The objective of these preferred projects is to protect and
improve key big game winter range. In order to sustain annual benefits
to big game, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring will be
necessary throughout the life of the Palisades Project.

Costs Elk/Mule Deer

Big Game Advance Des ign Annua | O&M Benefits
Preferred Projects & Implementation & Monitoring (HU's)
Sana Creek - Big Grassy

protection/enhancement

(5,000 ac) 708,000 15,000 4,000
Sand Creek - Hook of the Sands

protection/enhancement

(4,880 ac)> 2,871,500 52,000 3,904
Sand Creek - South Jun ipers

protection/enhancement

(3,160 ac)3 491,000 33,000 2,528
Swan Valley protection/

enhancement (750 ac)?3 314,000 9,500 525
Subtotals $4,384,500 $109,500 10,957
Other Species Preferred Projects
South Fork Snake River

protection/enhancement

(3,200 ac) 569
Henrys Fork Snake River

protect ion/enhancement

(535 ac) 20
South Fork Snake River

protect ion/enhancement

(additional 2,000 ac)4 356
Tota | 11,902
Palisades Project Impacts (HU's) -2,454

3 Trade-off for wintering bald eagle losses that cannot be mitigated
in the general vicinity of the Palisades Project.

4 Benefits for species other than bald eagle and nongame/riparian
species are trade-offs for wintering bald eagle losses that cannot be
mitigated in the general vicinity of the Palisades Project.
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WATERFOWL AND AQUATIC FURBEARERS

The target species used to represent these groups are mallard, Canada
goose, and mink. Projects to protect/enhance these species are grouped
because the species use similar habitats, and projects that benefit one
of these species tend to benefit all three.

MALLARD

Bilogical Needs

The mallard is a dabbling duck that depends on wetlands for successful
nesting and brood production. Their diet consists primarily of aquatic
p | ants; the presence of shallow-water feeding areas is critical
(Johnsgard 1975). Nests are generally located on the ground in dense
herbaceous vegetation, usually within 100 meters of water (Bellrose
1976). An important habitat-related factor that affects mallard
populations is predator-caused nest failure (Bellrose 1976). In
summary, mallard production is best in areas that have dense herbaceous
vegetation close to water, and that are relatively safe from predators.

Existing Management Goals

IDFG management goals for mallards in particular and waterfowl in
genera | include: 10 increase ldaho's resident duck populations, 2)
protect and improve wet | ands, and 3) continue work under the Northwest
Power Pl ann ing Act to acquire adequate waterfowl compensation for
habitat inundated by Palisades Reservoir (Will et al. 1986).

USFWS goals for the Snake River area of Idaho include maintaining
wintering waterfowl habitats to support a mid-winter population of
500,000 mallards. Strategies for th is goal include maintaining current
amounts and quality of seasonal and permanent wetlands, and selectively
acuring critical ly needed habitat. The USFWS identifies continued
loss of wetlands and riparian habitat as a current problem (USFWS
1980b).

Protection/Enhancement Goals

The Wildlife Impact Assessment for the Palisades Project (Sather-Blair
and Preston 1985) identified net losses that included 38 miles of river
and tributaries, several islands total ing 100 acres, and 2,622 mallard
HU'S. The interagency work group agreed that a reasonable goal to
mitigate the Palisades Project impacts on dabbling ducks is to replace
at least the 2,522 mallard HU’'s identified as losses directly
attributable to the Palisades Project, while considering the needs of
mallards in the general area of Palisades Reservoir. Recurring crcugnt
conditions in mallard nesting habitat in Canada, and subsequent | arge
reductions in production, have contr ibuted to record low mal lard
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populations nationwide. As a result, there is an important need to
increase ldaho's resident duck populations by protecting and improving
wetland habitats.

CANADA GOOSE

Biological Needs

Most Canada goose use of the extreme eastern ldaho area is for nesting
and brood-rearing. Most geese nest very close to water on sites with
good visibi | ity. They prefer to nest on small islands, but they also
nest on narrow peninsulas and along the water's edge. They read i | y use
artificial nest structures, but these structures require annual
maintenance. The primary causes of nest failure are desertion,
predation, and flooding. Brood habitat includes open water, gentle
bank slopes, and short succulent grasses and forbs for food. If
adequate brooding habitat is close to nests, the birds will stay in the
vicinity of the nest site throughout spring, summer, and fall. if
brooding habitat is not available, adults will take the young
elsewhere, sometimes several miles from the nest site. Such movements
may result in increased mortality of the young (Will et al. 1986).

Existing Management Goals

IDFG management goals for Canada geese in particular and waterfowl in
general include: 1) increase local goose populations, 2) protect and
improve goose habitat for resident Canada geese, and 3) continue work
under the Northwest Power Planning Act to acquire adequate waterfowl
compensation for habitat inundated by Palisades Reservoir (Will et al.
1986).

USFWS goals for the Snake River area of Idaho include 1) maintain
wintering waterfowl habitats to support a mid-winter population of
35,000 Rocky Mountain Canada geese, and 2) maintain 1,500 nesting pairs
of Rocky Mountain Canada geese. Strategies for this goal include:
preserve/enhance nesting s ites, and preserve and enhance brood ing

nab itat. As a current problem, the USFWS identifies decreased
production of Canada geese along the Snake River because of loss and
degradation of nesting and brooding habitats, with construction of dams
being the cause of such habitat loss (USFWS 1980b).

Pacific Flyway Council goals for the Rocky Mountain Canada goose in the
Pacific Flyway include 1) maintain the population size above the 3-year
average of 50,000 geese as measured by the mid-winter inventory, while
giving special consideration to individual breeding and wintering
flocks, and 2) maintain the amounts of suitable breeding and wintering
nab itats. Escalated loss and degradation of habitat is identified as a
prob lem (Subcommittee on Rocky Mountain Canada geese of the Pacific
flyway Study Committee 1953).
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Protect ion/Enhancement Goa | s

The Wildlife Impact Assessment for the Palisades Project (Sather-Blair
and Preston 1985). identified net losses that included 21 miles of
river, several islands totaling 100 acres, and 805 Canada goose HU's
The interagency work group agreed that a reasonable goal to mitigate
the Palisades Project impacts on Canada geese is to replace at least
the 805 HU's identified as the losses directly attributable to the
placement of Palisades Reservoir, while considering the needs of geese
in the general area of Palisades Reservoir.

MINK

Bilogical Needs

Mink are predaceous mammals that use aquatic habitats and riparian and
upland habitats within 100 to 200 meters of the water's edge (Meliquist
et al. 1981). Habitats associated with small streams are preferred to
those with large, broad rivers. Also, wetlands with irregular and
diverse shorelines provide more suitable habitat than those with
straight open and exposed shorel ines (Al len 1984). Mink feed on a
variety of prey including fish, small mammals, and waterfowl. The
presence of muskrats can be very important to mink populations.

Existing Management Goals

IDFG management goals for aquatic furbearers in general and mink in
particular include: 1) cooperating with land managers to implement
hab itat management programs, and 2) maintaining an annual harvest of
mink.

Protect ion/Enhancement Goal s

The Wi Idl ife impact Assessment for the Palisades Project (Sather-Blair
and Preston 1985) identified net losses that included 38 miles of river
and tributaries and 2,276 mink HU's. The interagency work group agreed
that a reasonable mitigation goal for aquatic furbearers is to replace
at least the 2,276 mink HU's identified as the losses direclty
attributable to the Palisades Project, while considering the neeas of
aquatic furbearers in the general area of Palisades Reservoir. There
are continuing losses and degradation of wetland habitats in eastern
lldaho. To meet the goals of habitat improvement and perpetuating mink
harvests under conditions of decl ining habitat, aquatic furbearer

hab itat protection/enhancement is necessary.
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PREFERRED PROTECTION/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS (ldaho)

The following projects were specifically designed to benefit waterfowl
and aquatic furbearers. These projects are listed in order of the
priorities assigned by the interagency work group.

There were other protection/enhancement projects, developed during this
planning effort, that will benefit mallards, Canada geese, and/or

mink. Benefits are presented in this section’s summary (Table 8); the
projects are aetailed in the bald eagle section.

Market Lake WMA Tr iangle Marsh enhancement. -- This project w i | |
convert 350 acres of intermittent marsh without water control and with
relatively low-quality habitat into 350 acres of permanent marsh with
water control and high habitat values. The project will consist of a
1.5 mile riprapped dike with water control structures, 350 islands to
be excavated with marsh materials, and vegetation establishment on the
dike and islands.

Bene its: In aodition to the estimated benefits listed below, the
project will benefit other nesting waterfowl species, shorebirds,
muskrats, and many other marsh-r-elated species.

Spec ies HU's
Mal lard 245
Canada goose 245
Mink 140
Bald eagle - breeding 50
Total 680

Costs © Estimated implementation costs include $471,000.00 for a
riparpped dike 1.5 miles long and 10 feet high; $12,000.00 for 3
water control structures; $210,000.00 for 350 islands 100 feet
long, 50 feet wide, and 6 feet high; and $6,000.00 for vegetation
establishment on the dike and islands. Due to erosion and marsh
plant encroachment, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring
of island and open-water conditions will be necessary to sustain
the benefits of this project.

Advance Des ign 30,000.00
Implementation 699,000.00
Total $729,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 7,000.00
Monitoring 1,600.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $8,600.00
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Mud Lake WMA Headquarters Bay enhancement. -- This project will convert
350 acres of intermittent marsh without water control and with
relatively low-qual ity waterfowl and aquatic furbearer habitat into 350
acres of permanent marsh with water control and moderately high habitat
values. The project will consist of a 0.5 mile riprapped dike with
water control structures, 50 riprapped islands, and vegetation

establ ishment on the dike and islands.

Benef its: In addition to the benefits listed below, the project
will benefit many other nesting waterfowl species, shorebirds, and
other marsh-related species.

Species HU's
Mal lard 249
Canada goose 249
Mink 215
Total 713

Costs: Estimated implementation costs include $227,000.00 for a
riprapped dike 0.5 miles long and 15 feet high; $8,000.00 for 2
water control structures; $150,000.00 for 50 riprapped islands 100
feet long, 50 feet wide, and 6 feet high; and $1 .000.00 for
vegetating the dike and islands. Due to erosion and marsh plant
encroachment, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of

is | and and open-water cond it ions w i | | be necessary to sustain the
benefits of this project.

Advance Des ign 30,000.00
Implementation 386,000.00
Tcta | $416,000.00
Gperat ion and Ma i ntenance 8,600.00
Monitoring 1,100.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $9,700.00
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Mud Lake WMA East Sl ough enhancement. -- This project will create 200
acres of high-quality permanent marsh in a lowland area that presently
receives only intermittent water and in most years provides almost no
habitat values for waterfowl and aquatic furbearers. The project will
consist of a 1.0 mile earthen dike with water control structures, 100
eartnen islands, vegetation establishment on the dike and islands, and
a 50 horsepower pump to provide water during drier years.

Benefits: The project will benefit all marsh-related species
present including the target species listed below, other waterfowl,
shoreb i reds, and muskrats. The project will also enhance prey in an
area being used for foraging by peregrine falcons.

Spec ies HU's
Mal lard 255
Canada goose 170
Mink 180
Yel low warbler 10
Total 615

costs: Estimated implementation costs would include $125,000.00
for an earthen dike | .0 mi le long and 8 feet high; $8,000.00 for 3
water control structures; $66,000.00 for 100 islands 50 feet wide,
100 feet long, and 6 feet high; and $2,000.00 for vegetating the
dike and islands. |IDFG presently has the necessary 50 h.p. pump,
but the $12,000.00 pump w i | | need rep iac ing about every 10 years.
This annualized cost is included in operation and maintenance
estimates. Other annual costs include about $200.00 for pump

ma i ntenance, $5,000.00 electricity for pumping, and $6,000.00 for
annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of island and
open-water conditions to sustain the benefits of this project.

Advance Des ign 30,000.00
Implementation 195,000.00
Tota | $225,000,00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 12,400.00
Monitoring 800.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $13,200.00
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Grays Lake protect ion. -- Protect, through acquisition of easements or
fee-titles from wi | | ing sel lers, 1,000 acres of critical private lands
on the periphery of Grays Lake. Grays Lake was designated as a
National Wildl ife Refuge on June 17, 1965.

Grays Lake is historically tied to the Palisades Project. |In 1947, the
USFWS recommended that the water in Palisades Reservoir be exchanged
for Grays Lake water used on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation. This
exchange would stabilize fluctuating water levels at Grays Lake, which
wou | d benef it nesting waterfol | and aquatic furbearers. Besides the
water exchange, the USFWS recommended acquisition of 9,300 acres of
private land and 3,500 acres of public land that would subsequently be
managed for w i Id | i fe, specif ical ly waterfowl.

When Congress reauthorized the Palisades Project in 1950, the
authorizing legislation included a reservation of "...not to exceed
fifty-five thousand acre-feet of active capacity in Palisades Reservoir
for a period ending December 31, 1952, for replacement of Grays Lake
storage: (Publ ic Law 81-864). This reservation was intended to allow
the USFWS time to negotiate the water exchange, and it was later
extended to December 31, 1955 by the Secretary of the Interior.
Without the land base necessary, the USFWS was unable to resolve
riparian-landowner conflicts and develop a water exchange that was
acceptable to local residents. Unable to work things out, in 1956 the
USFWS recommended that the storage reserved for the exchange be
released for other purposes. This water was subsequently allocated to
irrigation use in December, 1958.

The long-term goal of this present project is to ultimately hold water
levels higher in Grays Lake later into the year. in 1964, the USFWS
and the Bureau of Inaian Affairs (BIA) signed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), and in 1965 a Cooperative Use Agreement (CUA) was
signed by the USFWS and 22 landowners on the periphery cf Grays Lake.
Both of the agreements called for the water level in Srays Lake to be
lowered to an elevation of 6,386.3 or 0.5 feet above the lakebec by
June 20 each year.

This water management schedule has left little standing water in Grays
Lake by late summer, and has led to a cense stand of emergent

vegetat ion. The low water levels have reduced the quality of waterfowl
and aquatic furbearer habitat and increased depredation problems on
waterfowl and sandhill crane nests. The latter affects the success of
the enaangered whooping crane foster parent program at the refuge.

The goals of the USFWS for Grays Lake Refuge are “contingent cn
acquisition or control of lands and water currently outside of those
presentl y control led by the USFWS” (USFWS 1982). Some lands have
already been acquired by USFWS on a willing seller basis as federal
funds have become available. The 1,000 acres of private lands proposed
for potect ion in te is project are about hal f of the total acreage
cwned by the remaining landowners involved with the original 99 wiear
agreement. protecton of this 1,000 acrs would augment the USFWS
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ongoing acquisition program at Grays Lake and increase the | ikel ihood
of higher water levels being maintained in the future to benefit
waterfow | and furbearers.

The BIA has expressed an interest in maintaining higher water levels in
Grays Lake for irrigation storage. It is believed that a new water
management agreement could be worked out in the future between the
USFWS and the BIA (S. Sather-Blair, USFWS, pers. commun.)

Benefits: Estimated benefits from the protection of 1,000 acres of
private land are displayed below. These figures do not take into
account substantial long term benefits to wildlife should increased
water levels become a reality. Increased water levels are expected
to resu It in increased muskrats and muskrat houses, fol lowed by
increased waterfowl proauction (R. Drewien, USFWS, pers. commun.).
Benefits to sandhill cranes and whooping cranes would also occur
with increased water levels, due to reduced depredation problems.

Species HU'’s
Mal lard 700
Canada goose 900
Mink 300
Yel low warbler 9
Total . 1,909

Costs: The protection of 1,000 acres would involve about 5
landowners and 6 parcels of private land. Protection costs are
estimated to be $548,000.00. Land values are estimated at
$500.00/acre Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring wil |
be necessary to sustain annual benefits to wildlife.

Advance Des ign 13,000.00
Implementation 548,000.00
Tota | $561 ,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 2,000.00
Monitoring 2,500.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $4,500.00
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Market Lake WMA East Springs Marsh and Main Marsh enhancement. -- This
project will enhance 250 acres in 2 marshes that presently are choked
with cattails and provide almost no open water. The project is
designed to increase open water with ditching and building one island
per acre with the dredge materials. Vegetation will be planted on the
islands to enhance waterfowl production.

Benefits: In addition to the target species listed below, the
project will benefit all marsh species that prefer the diversity

provided by a marsh having open water and islands that provide safe
nesting sites.

Specles HU's
Mailard 200
Canada goose 175
Mink 75
Bald eagle - breeding 38
Total 488

Costs: Estimated implementation costs include $150,000.00 for
dredging and excavating 250 islands 100 feet long, 50 feet wide,
and 6 feet high, and 33,700.00 for vegetating the islands. Due to
erosion and marsh plant encroachment, annual operation,

ma i ntenance, and monitoring of island and open-water conditions
will be necessary to sustain the benefits of this project.

Advance Design 30,000.00
Implementation 153,700.00
Total $183,700.00
Opera-t ion and Ma intenance 5,000.00
Mon i tor i ng 500 .00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $5,600.30
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Mud Lake WWA West Slough enhancement. -- This project will create 200
acres of high-quality permanent marsh in a lowland that presently
receives only intermittent water and in most years provides almost no
habitat values for waterfowl and aquatic furbearers. The project wi | |
consist of a riprapped dike 1.0 mile long, water control structures,
100 earthen islands, vegetation establishment on the dike and islands,
and a 50 h.p. pump and a 75 h.p. pump.

Benef its:  This project will benefit all marsh-related species
present including the target species listed below, other waterfowl,
shoreb irds and muskrats. The project will also enhance prey in an
area being used for foraging by peregrine falcons.

Spec_ies HU’s
Mal lard 255
Canada goose 170
Mink 180
Yel low warbler 10
Tcta | 615

Costs: Estimated implementation costs include $314,000.00 for a

r iprapped dike 1 .0 mi le long and 10 feet high; $8,000.00 for 2
water control structures; 650,000 for 50 earthen islands 100 feet
long, 50 feet wide, and 10 feet high; and $1,000.00 for vegetating
the dike and islands. IDFG presently has the 50 h.p. and 75 h.p.
pumps, but this $24,000.00 worth of pumps will need replacing about
every 10 years. This annualized cost is included in operation and
ma i ntenance est i mates. Other annual costs will include $400.00 for
pump ma i ntenance, $6,000.00 electricity for pumping, and $6,000.00
for annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of island and
open-water conditions to sustain the benefits of this project.

Advance Des ign 30,000.00
Implementation 373,000.00
Tota | 8403,000 .00
Operation and Maintenance 14,800.00
Monitoring 800.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $15,600.00
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PREFERRED PROTECTION/ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS (Wyoming)

The following project was developed by WDGF personnel as partial
mitigation for waterfowl and furbearer losses in Wyoming from
inundation caused by the construct ion of Pal isades Reservoir.

Alpine wetland enhancement. -- This project will occur on about 250
acres of land administered by the USFS (above high-water line) and the
USBR (below high-water | ine). The current project proposal consists of
an impoundment within the high-water line of Palisades Reservoir and
shallow ditching above the high-water line The project will result in
development and improvement of 60 to 80 acres of permanent, shallow
water wetlands, al | within Wyoming.

Currently, this project has the support of local landowners and the
citizenry of Alpine, Wyoming. Support for this wetland has been strong
for some time now, and there is an indication that landowners adjacent
to the proposed project area may be willing to participate in an
easement/purchase/exchange program to allow for additional wetland
acres in the future.

At the current time, a mosquito abatement program is being implemented
in the area through a joint agency and citizen effort. Discuss ion of
the wetland project plans with the Alpine Recreation Development
Assoc i at ion and the L incol n County Pest Control ind icate that the
design of the project may inhibit mosquito production by converting
seasonally flooded areas to permanently flooded areas, and by
decreasing water fluctuations in the spring and summer. Close
coordination with pest control personnel will continue througn the
planning phase so the wetland is designed with mosquito breeding
habitat in mind.

Benef its: The target species to benefit from this project include
mallard, Canada goose, mink, and bald eagle. A host of other
waterfowl species will also benefit from this project including
gadwal I, American wigeon, cinnamon teal, green-winged teal,
Northern shoveler, ruddy duck, and redhead. Nongame spec | es that
will benefit include the sandhill crane, great blue heron, and
other wetland dependent birds. The area will provide both
consumptive and nonconsumptive wildlife values.

Spec ies HU's
Mal lard 127
Canada goose 132
Mink 34
Bald eagle - breeding 32
Tota | 325
Costs: Advance design wil | include al | costs assoc iated with

survey i ng for t h e impoundment d ike, contour survey and
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layout/design of excavated wetland ponds and channels, survey for
island location and design, and time for permit applications.
Implementation costs will include dike and island construction for
the shallow water impoundment, construction of 6 low-level channel
dikes, and excavation of existing channels and drainage ways above
the high-water | ine. Materials from the excavation work will be
used for the construction of the dikes and islands. Costs for the
shallow water impoundment dike further broken down include the
transportation of 42,000 cubic yards of dike material
($231,000.00 water level control structure ($3,500.00), and
vegetation establishment on the dike ($3,000.00). Two islands 350
feet by 20 feet and 1 island 175 feet by 20 feet will be built in
the shallow water impoundment at a total cost of $50,600.00

Costs for work in the wetland above the high-water line include
excavation with dozer and dragline ($30,000.00), construction of
low level dike ($10,000.00), and water control structures ($8,000.00).

Operation and maintenance is estimated to cost $4,000.00 annually
and will include inspection and repair of structure damage caused
by wave action, muskrat burrowing, and natural deterioration. Time
will also be required to check and manipulate desired water levels
for ensured aquatic plant and invertebrate production. Monitoring
($1 ,000.00/year) of target species response to the impoundment w i | |
be required to assure that desired mitigation results are being
obtained.

Advance Design 30,000.00
Implementation 366,100.00
Tota | $366,100.00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 4,000.00
Monitoring 1,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $5,000.00
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Table 8. Summary of waterfowl and aquatic furbearer preferred

protect ion/enhancement projects. The objective of these projects is to
protect and/or improve important riparian habitat. |n order to sustain
annual benefits, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring wil | be
necessary throughout the | ife of the Pal isades Project.

Waterfow | and costs Waterfowl and
Aquatic Furbearer Advance Design Annual O&M Aquatic Furbearer
Preferred Projects & Implementation & Monitoring Benefits (HU's)
Idaho
Market Lake WMA Tr iang | e

Marsh enhancement 729,000 8,600 630

Mud Lake WMA Headquarters
Bay enhancement 416,000 9,700 713

Mud Lake WMA East Slough
enhancement 225,000 13,200 605

Grays Lake protect ion
(1 ,000 ac) 561 ,000 4,500 1,900

Market Lake WMA East
Springs and Main Marsh

enhancement 183,700 5,600 450
Mud Lake WMA West Slough

enhancement 403,000 15,600 505
Wyoming
Alpine wetland enhancement 366,100 5,300 293
Subtotall s $2,883,800 362,200 5,196

Other Spec ies Preferred Projects ( Idaho)

South Fork Snake Ri ver
protect ion/enhancement
(3,200 ac) 721

Henrys Fork Snake River
protection/enhancement
(535 ac) 656
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Table 8. Continued.

Waterfowl and costs Waterfowl and
Aquatic Furbearer Advance Des ign Annual O&M Aquatic Furbearer
Preferred Projects & Implementation & Monitoring Benefits (HU’Ss)

South Fork Snake River
protection/enhancement

(additional 2,000 ac)? 451
Tota | 7,024
Pal isades Project Impacts (HU's) -5,703

5 Benefits for species other than bald eagle and nongame/riparian
species are trade-offs for wintering bald eagle losses that cannot be
mitigated in the general vicinity of Palisades Reservoir.
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UPLAND GAME

RUFFED GROUSE

Biological Needs

Ruffed grouse inhabit early successional deciduous communities and
prefer sites dominated by quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) (Berner
and Gysel 1969). Gull ian (1970) considered the presence of aspen to be
critical In maintaining viable ruffed grouse populations in Minnesota.
In the Pacific Northwest, ruffed grouse are typically found in lowlands
and river bottoms, in ecotones between forests and ¢ | ear ings, and in
brush tang les In burned or logged areas (Jackman and Scott 1975). |p
Idaho, they also use aspen stands year-round (Stauffer and Peterson
1985).

The ruffed grouse diet consists primarily of plant matter. Aspen and
cottonwoods were | isted as the principal foods in 17 different studies
(Korschgen 1966). Winter foods consist largely of buds and twigs of
trees. Aspen was the most important w inter food source in MInnesota
(Gul I ian 1967).

Exi sting Managemtn Goals

A goal of the Targhee National Forest (TNF) is to treat a minimum of
1,140 acres of aspen each year for wi Idl ife habitat improvement. An
objective of the TNF is to manage aspen primarily for wildlife haoitat,
and secondly for timber, f irewood products, and | ivestock forage. A
standard of aspen management for forest grouse in the TNF should be to
manage for 4 age classes within a 20 to 40 acre stand with optimum size
blocks for each age class of 2.5 acres (TNF 1985).

Idaho Fish and Game goals for forest grouse are to protect and enhance

hab | tat whenever poss ib | e and to increase populations and distribution
(Rybarczyk et al. 1985).

Protection/Enhancement Goals

It was estimated that the construction of Palisades Reservoir and
subsequent hydroelectric development resulted in a loss of 2,331 ruffed
grouse HU's (Sather-Blair and Preston 1985). These losses were
associated with aspen and riparian habitats. The work group agreed
that a reasonable goal for protection/enhancement cf the ruffed grouse
is to rep lace at least those HUs lost while considering the needs of
ruffea grouse in the general area of Palisades Reservoir
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Preferred Protect ion/Enhancement Projects (Wyoming)

The following ruffed grouse project was developed by WDGF personnel as
partial mitigation for wildl ife habitat losses in Wyoming caused by
construction of Palisades Reservoir. The interagency work group agreed
that Wyoming should be the site of the majority of ruffed grouse
enhancement work, aue to the critical need for aspen management in
western Wyoming. Ruffed grouse also benefit from other preferred
projects (Table 9) detailed in the bald eagle section.

Greys River District aspen project. -- This project will treat 4,928
acres of aspen and associated vegetation types on the Greys and Salt
River drainages in Wyoming using prescribed burning and mechanical
treatments for the purpose of regenerating aspen. Early successional
stages of aspen are important components of ruffed grouse habitat.

This project will take place on Bridger-Teton National Forest lands and
WDGF lands. The management of aspen on these areas has reached a
critical point. The lack of natural and man-caused disturbances has
resulted in advanced age aspen stands with little regeneration. This
condition has negatively impacted wildlife species that are associated
with tne early successional stages of aspen (Bridger-Tenton National
Forest 1983).

Benef its: Because of their close association with early
successional stages of aspen, this project will benefit ruffed
grouse in addition to a variety of other wildlife, including moose.

Spec ies HU's
Ruffed grouse 986

Costs: Advance design work will include site specific evaluations
and prescriptions and the preparation of environmental

assessments. Implementation of aspen treatments will take place
over a period of 10 years with approximately 490 acres treated each
year. Annual operation and maintenance will be required to assure
that stands are maintained in earty successional stages. Sites
will be monitored annually to determine aspen and ruffed grouse
responses to treatments and to adapt habitat management as needed,

Advance Des i gn 22,500.00
Implementation 66,900.00
Tota | $89,400.00
Operation and Maintenance 6,700.00,
Monitoring 2,500.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $9,200.00
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Table 9. Summary of ruffed grouse preferred protection/enhancement
projects. The objective of these projects is to protect and/or improve
important aspen and cottonwood hab i tat. In order to sustain annual
benefits, annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring will be
necessary throughout the life of the Palisades Project.
Costs
Advance Design Annua | 0&M Ruffed Grouse

Preferred Projects & Implementation & Monitoring Benefits (HU'Ss)
Wyom i ng
Grays River District aspen

enhancement $89,400 $9,200 986

Other Species Preferred Projects (ldaho)

South Fork Snake River

protection/enhancement

(3,200 ac) 1,362
South Fork Snake River

protect ion/enhancement

(additional 2,000 ac)® 851
Total 3,199
Palisades Project Impacts (HU’s) -2,331
6 Benefits for species other than bald eagle and nongame/riparian

species are trade-offs for wintering bald eagle losses that cannot be

mitigated

in the general vicinity of Palisades Reservoir.
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OTHER

PEREGRINE FALCON

Biological Needs

The peregrine falcon is presently listed as endangered in the United
States under the Endangered Sepcies Act of 1973 (as amended). Severe
population declines were identified in the early 1960’s, with
peregrines essentially extirpated from the northern Rocky Mountain
states by 1975 (Heinrich et al. 1986). It has been suggested that the
demise of the peregrine could be traced to a loss of habitat (wetlands
and assoc iated prey base), which resulted from a change in climate, and
the widespread use of DDT and its metablolites, which prevented
reproduction from occurring (USFWS 1984b).

Peregrines in the Rocky Mountains nest mainly on mountain cliffs and

r iver gorges. Nest sites are often adjacent to water courses and
impoundments because of the abundance of avian prey that frequent such
areas.

Peregrines may travel up to 17 miles from nesting cliffs to hunting
areas (Porter and White 1973). Habitats such as river bottoms,
marshes, meadows, and lakes attract numerous small birds and provide
preferred hunting areas for peregrines.

Existing Management Goals

Under the American peregrine falcon recovery plan (USFWS 1984b), the
statewide recovery objective for Ildaho is 17 pairs. An objective of a
recently submitted cooperative proposal (Heinrich et al. 1986) is to
establ ish and maintain 30 nesting pairs of peregrine falcons in the
tri-state area (ldaho, Montana, and Wyoming) by 1990. The objective
for Idaho under this proposal Is the establishment of 10 nesting
pairs. The proposal states: "By concentrating limited resources and
first obtaining objectives for the tri-state recovery zone, states
should be able to maximize results and efficiently expand efforts to
statewide recovery objectives in 1990-1995.”

In compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended), the
Targhee National Forest seeks to conserve habitat necessary for the
protection and recovery of the American peregrine falcon (TNF 1980).

The IDFG will attempt to re-establish extirpated native species to
portions of their former range (Morache et al. 1985). The Department
will continue to cooperate with USFWS, BLM, USFS, pr ivate industry, and
the Peregrine Fund in backing programs to reintroduce breeding

peregr i nes into suitable locations in Idaho.
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Protect ion/Enhancement Goals

The level of impacts that construction of Palisades Reservoir had on
peregrine falcons is hard to quantify. The peregrine falcon was
originally found in the vicinity of Palisades Reservoir (Sather-Blair
and Preston 1985). However, the Palisades Wildlife Impact Assessment
did not quantify impacts.

It has been suggested that a significant cause of the falcon’s historic
decline can be attributed to loss of wetlands and associated prey
Items, which could have been a combined effect resulting from change in
precipitation levels and hydroelectric development (Nelson, pers.
commun., in Bunham and Howard 1986). A | though some reservo i rs prov ide
important migratory and wintering habitat for birds, there has been a
net loss of quality breeding habitat for birds in the form of pirarian
plant communities (Howerton et al. 1984, Martin et al. 1985). At
Palisades Reservoir alone, 2,509 acres of forested wetlands and
scrub-shrub wetlands were inundated and lost (Sather-Blair and Preston
1985).

Because peregrine falcons have reached such low numbers in the northern
Rocky Mountain states, it takes more than just improved hab itat to
recover the population. A large scale captive propagation and release
program for peregrines has been underway since 1970. This program is
conducted by the Peregrine Fund, a non-profit organization. Because
hab i tat has changed, the release of peregrines cannot simply be
accomplished by reintroduction at historic locations associated with
particular hydroelectric projects. Instead, those release locations
that offer the greatest biological potential should be used regardless
of which agency controls the land.

A concentrated reintroduction effort is currently proposed for adjacent
areas of northwestern Wyoming, eastern ldaho, and southern Montana
(Heinrich et al. 1986). This concentrated reintroduction effort is
intended to encourage interaction among potential breeders and maximize
opportunities to establish a viable breeding population. The tr i-state
area is one of the few areas where a large contingence of suitable
nesting habitat exists. One pair of peregrine falcons is known to nest
in eastern Idaho at this time,

In light of the cooperative proposal for reintroductions of peregrines
in the tri-state area (Heinrich et al. 1986), and the critical needs of
this endangered species, a reasonable level of protection/enhancement
would be the establishment and maintenance of 3 hacking
(reintroduction) sites near Palisades Reservoir for at least 10 years.
The 3 hack boxes would be used to stock peregrines at the rate of 3 to
5 birds per box per year.
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Preferred Protection/Enhancement Projects (Idaho)

The following projects were specifically designed to benefit peregrine
falcons in the vicinity of Palisaaes Reservoir (Table 10).

Peregrine falcon reintroductions - Palisades Reservoir. -- The goal of
this project is to release 3 to 5 peregrines annually from each of 2
hack sites for at least 10 years. After 10 years of releases, success
of the project will be evaluated to assess whether further releases are
needed. Only one new hack site will need to be prepared because a hack
box is already in place at Palisades Creek. The proposed location for
the second hack site is yet to be determined.

Costs: Advance design costs include a survey to find a suitable
location for the second hack site and development of a management
plan. Implementation costs are estimated to be
$17,500.00/site/year and include the propagation and release of
birds. Monitoring costs include annual surveys to locate active
nests and signs of productivity, and an evaluation of release sites
and methods.

Advance Design 2,500.00
| mp | ementat ion 350,000.00
Tota | $352,500.00
Operation and Maintenance 400.00
Monitoring ($4,000.00/site/year) 8,000.00
Total Annual Costs $8,400.00
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Preferred Protection/Enhancement Projects (Wyoming)

Peregrine falcon reintroductions - Phillips Canyon. -- The goal of this
project is to annually release 3 to 5 peregrines at the Phillips Canyon
release site near Wilson, Wyoming for at least 10 years. After 10
years of releases, success of the project will be evaluated to assess
whether further releases are needed. The release site is already

estab | i shed. This project will be part of a coordinated effort to
re-establish a nesting population in the tri-state area of Wyoming,
Idaho, and Montana.

Costs: Advance design costs include development of a management
plan. Implementation costs are estimated to be $17,500.00/year,
and include the propagation and release of birds. Mon itor ing costs
include annual surveys to locate active nests and signs of
productivity, and an evaluation of the release site and methods.

Advance Des i gn 1,000.00
implementation 175,000.00
Tota | $176,000,00
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 200.00
Monitoring ($4,000.00/site/year) 4,000.00
Total Annual Costs $4,200.00
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Table 10. Summary of peregrine falcon preferred projects. The
objective of these projects is to re introduce peregr ines at s ites where
they historically occurred and that presently provide the greatest
biological potential for the endangered peregrine's re-establishment.
Annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring will be required for at
least 10 years to ensure the successful propagation and release of
birds.

Costs Benef its
Advance Design Annual 0&m  Annual Release

Preferred Projects & Implementation 8 Monitoring of Peregrines
Idaho
Peregrine falcon

reintroductions

Palisades Reservoir 352,500 8,400 6-10 birds
Wyoming
Peregrine falcon

reintroductions

Phi | | ips Canyon 176,000 4,200 3- 5 birds
Totals $528,500 $12,600 9-15 birds
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PALISADES PREFERRED MITIGATION PLAN SUMMARY

3

The lnleragency work group . agreed fhaf a reasonable mlflga+lon goal for
wildlife Impacts from the Pallsades Project Is to protect and/or
enhance enough wildlife habitat to replace the value of habitat
inundated by the Project. The Interagency work group further agreed to
use the +arge+ species Hab itat Units (HU's) lost as a guidel ine durling
the mitigation planning process. whlle carefully conslderlng the needs
of wildlife In . the area. : 1

After examining a number of>mlfiga+lon-projec+s developed by resource
agency personnel in both ldaho and Wyoming, the work group has
developed a preferred mitigation plan (Table 11) that follows the
mitigation goals outlined at the beginning of this planning process.
Estimated benefits from the preferred projects. are: presented In

Table 12, and estimated Initial 10=year costs are outlined in Table
13. Projects were prioritized by the interagency work group based on
mitigation goals and needs of wildllfe In the area. Many bald eagle
winter Habitat Units were lost when the Palisades Project area was
inundated. The work group agreed that because many of these losses
could not be mitigated in the upper Snake River area, HU's for other
target specles should be used as trade-offs. Personnel from !daho and
Wyoming worked closely within the Interagency work group to develop a
preferred mitigation plan that serves the special needs of wildlife in
each respective state. The preferred mitigation plan for each state
should be treated separately.

All proposed acquisitions of easements or fee~t!tles In the preferred
mitigation plan meet the land acquisition criteria out!ined In the
Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildllfe Program and the Northwest Power
Act. All projects complement management pollcles and goals of federal
and state wiidlife agencles and the Shoshone=Bannock Tribes.
Acquisitlon projects were developed by professional wildlife blologlsts
and wildlife land managers who took into consideration the needs of
wildlife In the area, the cost-effectiveness of acquisition projects
compared to available alternatives, and the biological objectives of
the mitigation plan. Acquislitions are consistent with Shoshone-Bannock
legal rights. To our knowledge, they are not proposed for belng funded
by the BPA fund In [leu of any other expenditures presently author ized
or required from other entities under other agreements or provisions of
law.

Annual operation, maintenance, and moniforing of mitigation projects
will be necessary for the |ife of Pallsades Project for this Plan to
protect, mitigate, and enhance wildlife to the extent affected by
hydroelectric development and operation. Contlinued annual funding Is
Justified by the fact that as long as fhe project is In place, the
Identified wildlife habitat impacts wil|l| continue to occur. The
Palisades Project Inundated naturally self-perpetuating ecosystems.
This Plan is to mitigate those losses through man-made enhancements,
which are not naturally self-perpetuating. Mitigation for these
impacts [s contingent upon hands~on management actions at all
enhancement projects. Under the methods In this Plan, mitigation
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cred it for enhancement is the difference between the hab itat values,
presently provided and the habitat values provided with hands-on
management (habitat treatments followed by operation and maintenance).
If annual operation, maintenance, and monitoring of enhancement actions
cease being funded, management actions will cease, and the projects
will no longer provide the full benefits estimated in this Plan. As a
result, the benefits of mitigation projects would have to be
re-evaluated, and more acquisitions of fee-titles or easements would be
needed to mitigate Palisades Project's wildlife losses. Because annua |
wildlife losses will continue for the life of Palisades Project, annual
benefits of enhancement projects must be sustained by hydropower
beneficiaries for this Plan to mitigate wildlife impacts to the extent
affected by hydropower.

It appears that establishing an interest-yielding trust fund would be
the most cost-effective way to fund annual operation, maintenance, and
monitoring. This potential funding method needs to be refined by
econom i sts. It does appear that it would reduce the overall cost of
the plan to ratepayers.

In addition to the preferred projects presented in Tables 12 and 13,
the interagency work group has developed a number of alternatives that
address the needs of wildlife in tne area. These alternatives are
discussed in the next section. If circumstances should dictate that a
project in the preferred mitigation plan is not feasible, the work
group feels that alternatives should be added to the preferred plan
until the loss of the preferred project (in terms of target species
HU's has been compensated for. The interagency work group looks
forward to continued coordination with the Northwest Power Planning
Council and the Bonneville Power Administration.
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Table 11. Palisades Project wildlife protection, mitigation, and
enhancement plan summary. Preferred projects detailed in this
mitigation plan should be used as operational guidelines as the plan is
approved and implemented.

Hab i tat Losses

Target Attributable to
Spec ies Hydropower Mitigation Goals
Bald eagle 5,941 breeding Protect and enhance 5,825 acres of
Nongame/ bald eagle HU's; key ripar ian habitat in eastern
Ripar ian spec Jes 18,565 wintering Idaho, preferably in the South
(Yel low warbler, bald eagle HU's; Fork and Henrys Fork Snake River
B | ack-capped 716 Hu's for areas ¢ In addition, existing and
chickadee) scrub-shrub potential bald eagle nest sites in
wetland dependent eastern Idaho and existing nest
species; 1,358 sites in western Wyoming will be
HU's for forested enhanced and maintained. Bald
wetland dependent eagle winter habitat wi | | be
spec i es enhanced with the construct Jon of
30 artificial and natura | perch
sites. Th is total preferred plan
will result in an esti mated gain
of 5,903 breeding bald eagle HU's,
6,393 wintering bald eagle HU's,
550 Hu's for scrub-shrub wetland
dependent species, and 1,866 Hu's
for forested wetland dependent
spec i es. An additional 120
breeding bald eagle HUs and 29
Hu's for scrub-shrub wetland
dependent species will be gained
through enhancement at other
preferred projects that are
primarily for waterfowl and
aquatic furbearers. Years 17-3,
advance design. Years 2-6,
implementation. Years 3 through
life of Palisades Project, annual
operat ion, ma intenance, and
monitoring.
Elk/Mule Deer 2,454 HU's Protect and enhance 13,790 acres

of key w inter range in eastern
Idaho, preferabl y in Sand Creek or
Swan Valley areas. This project
is estimated to result in gains of

7 Possible start-up date is the latter part of federal fiscal year
1987. “Year 1 "in this schedule ends at the end of federal fiscal year

1988.
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Table 11. Continued.

Target
Spec i es

Hab itat Losses
Attributable to
Hydropower

Mitigation Goals

Waterfowl and
Aquatic
Furbearers

5,703 HU's

10,957 big game Hu's. An
additional 945 big game Hu's will
be gained through enhancement in
conjunction with preferred
projects that are primarily for
bald eagles and nongame/riparian
species. The gains of 6,957 of
these Hu's are a trade-off for
wintering bald eagle losses that
cannot be mitigated in the general
vicinity of the Palisades
Project. Years 1-3, advance
design. Years 2-7 ,
implementation. Year 3 through
life of Palisades Project, annual
operation, maintenance, and
monitoring.

To provide a gain of 4,903 Hu's,
protect and/or enhance waterfowl
and aquatic furbearer hab itat in
eastern ldaho, preferably through
the fol lowing actions: enhance
Market Lake and Mud Lake w i Id | i fe
Management Areas to provide an
additional 3,003 waterfowl and
aquatic furbearer HU's; protect
1,000 acres in Grays Lake area to
gain 1,900 waterfowl and aquatic
furbearer Hu's Enhance hab i tat
in Wyoming to gain 293 waterfowl
and aquatic furbearer Hu's,
preferably by developing a wetland
complex at the upper end of

Pal isades Reservoir by Alpine. An
additional 1,828 waterfowl and
aquatic furbearer HU's will be
gianed through enhancement actions
in conjunction with preferred
projects listed under bald eagles
and nongame/riparina species.
Years 1-3, advance des ign. Years
2-6, implementation. Year 3
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Table 11. Continued.

Hab i tat Losses

Target Attributable to

Species Hydropower Mitigation Goals
through life of Palisades Project,
annual operation, maintenance, and
monitoring.

Ruf fed Grouse 2,331 HU's Enhance 4,928 acres of aspen and

Peregrine Falcon 1,677 acres of
forested wetland
and 832 acres of
scrub-shrub

wetland

assoc i ated vegetat | on types
preferably In western Wyoming,

us ing prescr i bed burn ing and
mechan ical treatments in the Greys
and Salt Rlver drainages. This
project will result in an
estimated gain of 986 ruffed
grouse HU's. An additional 2,213
ruffed grouse Hu's wi | | be gained
through preferred projects listed
under bald eagle and
nongame/riparian species that will
resu It in the protect ion and
enhancement of key riparian
habitat. Year 1, advance des ign.
Years 2-1 1, imp | ementation. Year
3 through life of Palisades
Project, annua | operat ion,
maintenance, and monitoring.

Establ ish and maintain 3 hacking
(reintroduction) sites near
Palisades Reservoir for at least
10 years. Preferably, two of the
sites will be in Idaho, and one
site wil | be in Wyoming.
Peregrines will annually be
stocked at the rate of 3 to 5
birds per site. Year 1, advance
design. Year 2 to at least year
11, annual implementation,
operation, ma i ntenance, and
monitoring.
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Tabie 12. Estimated benefits (Habitat Lalts) of the
itsted In order of priorities chosen by

be considered separately.

preferred mitigation plan.
vhe Interagency work group.

Project

|daho
South Fork Snake River

protection/enhancement (3,200 ac)

Sand Creek profecflcn/énhéncemenf
(5,000 ac)

Market Lake WMA Triangle Marsh
enhancement I

Mud Lake WMA Headquarters Bay
enhancement

Mud Lake WMA East Slough enhancement

Grays Lake protection (1,000 ac)

Market Lake WMA East Springs and Main

Marsh enhancement

Mud Lake WMA West Slough enhancement

Henrys Fork Snake River protection/
enhancement (535 ac)

Pal Isades Reservoir bald eagle nesting

territory protectlon (90 ac)

Bald eagle nest sites enhancement

Mud Lake and Market Lake WMA's winter

bald eagle perches

i

Ta

rget Specles

IBald ~
IEagle

IBald

IEagle -

IEIk/
iMule

2,127 3,200

50 -

.38

343

504

1,200

439

754

569

4,000

20

231

245

249 -

255

700

200

255

260

1o |
. ICanada |

185

245

249
170 -

900

175

170

--305

140

215

180

300

75

180

391

]
IYel low

For each respective state, projects are
The preferred mitigation plan from each state should

IBlack-
lcapped

1
IRuffed

MaL_gggjggggg-_Lngg___lﬂgfblerlChickadeelGrpuse

170

10

10

274

1,084

104

1,362

i
l
|__Total

9,233

4,000

680

713
615

1,909

488

615

1,836

504

1,200

754



Table 12 continued

IBald 1Bald IEIk/ |
IEagle |Eagle (Mule |

|
iCanada

o ————

1 IBlack-
iYellow lcapped

|
IRuffed

Project L __.._\BreedinglWinter IDeer _[MallardlGoose IMink _ IWarbleriChickadeelGrouse | Total
Peregrine falcon relntroductlons,

Pal Isades Reservolr
South Fork Snake River protection/

enhanbemenf (additlonal 2,000 ac)8 1,329 2,000 356 144 116 19 106 678 851 5,77
Sand Creek proTecflon/enhancemenf

“(additlonal 8,040 ac)9 6,432 6,432
Swan Valleg protection/enhancement

(750 ac) 525 525
Subtotal 5,591 6,393 11,902 2,539 2,215 1,977 579 1,866 2,213 35,275
Wyoming .
Alpine wetland enhancement 32 127 132 34 325
Greys Rlver Distrlct aspén enhancement 986 986
Peregrlne falcon relnfroducflons

“Phillips Canyon
Bald eagle nest sites enhancement 480 480
Subtotal 512 127 132 34 986 1,791
Total (idaho and Wyoming) 6,163 6,393 11,902 2,666 2,347 2,011 579 1,866

3,199

37,066

8 Benefits for specles other than bald eagle and nongame/riparian species are trade-offs for wlnferlng bald eagle
losses that cannot be mitigated in the general viclnity of the Pallsades Project.
9 Trade—off for wintering bald eagle losses that cannot be mlflgated in the general vicinity of the Pallsades Project.
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Tabie 13, Estimated Initial 10 year cosvs of the preferred mitigation plan. After the Initlal 10 years, annual
operation, malntenance, and monitoring will continue to be necessary to sustalin project benefits. For each respective
state, projects are |lsted in order of priorities chosen by the Interagency work group. The preferred mitigation plan
from each state should be considered separately. )

1 1 Annual_Costs o

1 Advance ] tOperatlon and | I Total Initial

Project _ R B Design |!mplementation | Maintenance | Monitoring | 10 Year Costs _
ldaho o
South Fork Snake River

protection/enhancement (3,200 ac) 100,000 2,776,000 64,000 . 8,000 3,380,000
Sand Creek protection/enhancement -

(5,000 ac) 25,000 683,000 10,000 5,000 813,000
Market Lake WMA Trlangle Marsh

enhancement ' 30,000 699,000 7,000 1,600 789,200
Mud Lake WMA Headquarters Bay

enhancement o - 30,000 386,000 8,600 1,100 483,900
Mﬁd Lake WMA East Siough enhancement 30,000 - 195,000 12,400 800 317,400
Grays Lake protection (1,000 ac) 13,000 548,000 2,000 - 2,500 - 592,500
Market Lake WMA East Springs and Maln L

Marsh enhancement 30,000 153,700 5,000 600 222,900
Mud Lake WMA West Slough enhancement 30,000 - 373,000 14,800 800 512,200
Henrys Fork Snake River protection/

enhancement (535 ac) 10,000 240,700 3,000 1,000 278,700
Pal Isades Reservoir bald eagle nesting

territory protection (90 ac) 15,000 458,000 1,000 1,000 487,000
Bald eagle nest sites enhancement 10,000 ' 44,000 4,000 i,200 90,400

Mud Lake and Market Lake WMA's winter | |
bald eagle perches o 3,0Q0 18,500 1,000 1,000 35,500



Table 15 continued [

[ Annual Costs

Total inltial
i0 Year Costs

| Advance | I0peration and |
Project ______ . | Design | Implementation | Maintenance | Monitoring
Peregrine falcon reintroductions

(2 hack sites) 2,500 315,000 400 8,000
Scuth Fork Snake River protection/

enhancement (additlional 2,000 ac) 62,500 1,735,000 40,000 5,000
Sand Creek protection/enhancement

(additional 8,040 ac) 87,500 3,275,000 79,000 6,000
Swan Val ley protectlon/enhancement . )

(750 ac) - 20,000 294,000 8,000 . 1,500
Subtotal $498,500 $12,193;900 - $260,200 $45,100
Wyoming : | : o
Alpine wetland enhancement 30,000 336,100 4,000 1,000
Greys River District aspen enhancement : 22,500; 66,9@0» 6;7QO 2,500
Peregrine falcon reintroductions ‘ . i - 7

Phillips Canyon 1,000 157,500 200 4,000
Bald eagle nest sites enhancement 40,000 16,000 2,000 i,200
Subtotal $93,500 $576,500 $12,900 $8,700
Total (ldaho and Wyomlng) $592,000 $12,770,400 $273,100 $53,800

393,100
2,112,500
3,957,500

380,500

$14,846,300
401,100
153,800

196,300
78,400

$829,600

$15,675,900



Table 14 initial 5-year action plan for Palisades Project wildlife
protection, mitigation, and enhancement plan.

Federal
Fiscal Year _ _ _ _ _ __ ____._. Action - - -
1987-8810 Advance design for bald eagle and nongame/riparian,

elk/mule deer, waterfowl and aquatic furbearer, ruffed
grouse, and peregrine falcon projects.

1989 Contlnue advance deslgn for bald eagle and

nongame/riparian, elk/mule deer, and waterfowl and aquatic
furbearer projects; begin implementation of bald eagle and

nongame/riparian, elk/mule deer, waterfowl and aquatic
furbearer, ruffed grouse, and peregrine falcon projects.

1990 Contlnue advance design for bald eagle and

nongame/riparian, elk/mule deer, and waterfowl and aquatic

furbearer projects; continue implementation of bald eagle

and nongame/riparian, elk/mule deer, waterfowl and aquatic

f urbearer, ruffed grouse, and peregrine falcon projects;
and begin operation, maintenance, and monitoring of bald
eagle and nongame/riparian, elk/mule deer, waterfowl and
aquatic furbearer, ruffed grouse, and peregrine falcon
projects.

1991, 1992 Contlnue implementation, oepration maintenance, and
monitoring of bald eagle and nongame/riparian, elk/mule
deer, waterfowl and aquatic furbearer, ruffed grouse, and
peregrine falcon projects.

10 Possible start-up date Is the latter par+ of federal fiscal
year 1987. *“Year 1" in this schedule ends at the end of federal
fiscal year 1988.
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ALTERNATIVE MITIGATION PROJECTS

BALD EAGLE

Potential bald eagle nesting territory  protection. -- Protect, through
aquisition of easements or fee-titles If the seller is willing, a 7 to
9 acre parcel of private land within a high probabil ity recovery site
for future bald eagle nesting. The private parcel is near Sulfur Bar
Creek at Palisades Reservoir.

Benef Its: The area Is In prlvate ownership and could be logged or
developed. It currently contains suitable bald eagle nesting
hab itat. Potential long-term benefits to bald eagles will occur if

a pair occupies this territory In the future, but will be lost if
the area is logged or developed.

Speci es HJs
Bald eagle - breeding 5
Costs: The major estimated cost of this project will be the

protection of the land. Three man days of annual monitoring will
be necessary. Annual operatin and maintenance will be necessary
t o maintain habitat qual ity.

Advance Design 5,000.00
implementation 35,000.00
Total $40,000.00

Operation and Maintenance 500. 00
Monitoring 500.00
Total Annual Costs $1,000.00
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BIG GAME

The following alternative projects are | isted in order of the
priority assigned by the interagency work group.

Swan Valley protection/enhancement. -- The purpose of this project is
to protect through acquistion of easements or fee-titles from willing
sel lers, and enhance, 2,000 acres of elk and mule deer winter range
near Swan Val ley Idaho. The parcels have a mix of agricultural lands
and native range. These prlvate parcels lie In an area of historic
deer and elk winter range. Much of the historic native winter range
has been converted to agricultural production. Most of the current
native range is overgrazed both by | ivestock and big game. As native
winter range has dlsappeared, conflicts between wintering big game and
pr i vate | andowners have increased.

Benef Its: Protectlon and enhancement of these key prlvate parcels
will help increase the quality and quantity of winter range habitat
for big game in the area and reduce big game depredation conflicts.

Species HU's
Elk/Mule deer 1,400

Costs: Protection costs are estimated to be $595,000. Based on a
combination of browse plantings on native range and agricultural
land conversion, wildlife forage enhancement costs are estiamted at
$100.0/acre. Annual operation, maintenance, enhancement, and
monitoring will be necessary to maintain the benefits of range
improvements.  Monitoring will be necessary to assess the benefits
of the project and to practice adaptive habitat management.

Advance Desing 30,000.00
Implementation 795,000.00
Total $825,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 18,500.00
Monitoring 4,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Pal isades

Project $22,500.00
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Market Lake b_ig game enhancemeni. -- This project entails planting
shrub seeds and seedlings, legumes, and/or grasses on 750 acres of big
game winter range, of which 200 acres would be sprinkler irrigated for
a haying operation.

Benef | ts: This Is estimated to considerably enhance elk, mule
deer, and pronghorn winter forage. The Market Lake area Is the
southernmost (lowest elevation) portion of the critical winter
range for the Sand Creek elk herd, and during severe winters it Is
very important.

Species HU's
Elk/Mule deer 425

Costs: Estimated implementation costs include $75,000 for plant
establ ishment and $275,000 for the sprinkler system and associated
well, pump, and electrical system. Annual operation, maintenanc,e
and monitoring will be necessary to maintain the desired winter
forage conditions through sprinkler irrigation, and to cut and bale
hay for maximizing habitat values for big game.

Advance Des | gn 25,000
implementation 350,000
Total $375,000
Operat ion and Ma i ntenance 41,000
Monitoring 6,000
Total Annual Costs $47,000
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Tex Creek WMA g Ritter Bench big game enhancement. — The Ritter Bench
area contains 560 acres of agricultural land adjacent to winter range
on the Tex Creek WMA. Soil erosion is presently a problem on the
cultivated land, which is owned by the Nature Conservancy but managed
by the IDFG. In cooperation with the Soil Conservation Service (SCS),
the area would be developed for wintering mule deer, elk, sharp-tailed
grouse, ad sage grouse.

The existing hardpan will be ripped and a series of 300-foot lowhead
terraces built in compliance with SCS goals for the area. Browse
species (shrubs) will be planted on each terrace with permanent grass
strips in between.

Benef Its: This project will benefit mule deer and elk by
increasing the availabiltiy of winter browse and forage. fit will
also provide winter cover for sharp-tailed grouse and provide food
and cover for other upland game species and a variety of nongame

species.
Species HU's
Muledeer 560

Costs: Estimated management actions, including deep-ripping
hardpan, terrace construction, and shrub and grass planting wil |
cost about $250.00/acre Advance design will include the
preparation of a detailed plan for the area.

Annual operation and maintenance will be necessary to maintain the
area in high qual ity habitat. Using the principle of adaptive
management, the site will be monitored annually with treatment
changes made accord | ng | vy.

Advance Des | gn 7,500.00
implementation 110,000.00
Total $117,500.00
Operat lon and Maintenance 5,000.00
Mon i tor | ng 1,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $6,000.00
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Tex Creek WMA big game enhancement. -- The purpose of this project is
to rehabilitate 1,000 acres of big game winter range on the Tex Creek
WMA Preferred browse species are now lacking on much of the winter
range, due to past overgrazing. One hundred acres of bitterbrush would
be planted annually for 10 years. Seeding rate will be 2,000 plants
per acre. Each 100 acre site will be enclosed with 2.5 miles of high
tensile electric fence to prevent overbrowsing and ensure bitterbrush
seedling survival

Benefits: This project will beneflt mule deer and elk by
Increaslng the avallabllity of high quality winter browse.

Species HU’s
Elk/Mule deer 700

costs: Bitterbrush plants cost about $0.17 apiece. Because of the
rough terraln, planting will be done by hand at the rate of 3 man
days per acre. Each 100 acre planting site will be enclosed by 2.5
miles of fence. Advance design will include the site evaluations
and prescriptlon. Annual operation and maintenance will be
necessary to maintain fences and keep planting in a vigorous
state. Monitoring planting sites annually to ensure desired
benefits are being obtained will be necessary.

Advance Design 7,500.00
Implementatlon 630,000.00
Total $637,500.00
Operation and Maintenance 20,000.00
Monitoring 2,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life cf Palisades

Project $22,000.00



South Fork Snake River big game enhancement. -- This consists of 10
burning and/or mahogany pruning projects on lands administered by the
USFS. The projects are generally from one to six miles from the South
Fork.

Benefits: These projects are to improve forage conditions on 2,970
acres of mule deer range used primarily from fall to early winter
and late winter to early spring and to a lesser degree during
mid-winter. Other species benefited include ruffed grouse, elk,

and moose,
Species HU’s
Elk/Mule deer 297
Ruffed grouse 273
Total 570

costs: Estimated advance design costs include $25,000.00 for
environmental assessments, project plans, and prescribed fire
plans. Estimated Implementatlon costs include $91,000.00 for
burning and/or pruning. Estlmated operation and maintenance costs
include $7,000.00 annually for coordlnatlon, protection measures
such as fences, and continueing habitat maintenance measures to
sustain the benefits of the projects. A monitoring estimate of
$1,000.00 annually includes costs of transects and range follow-up
studies to assess whether the treatments result in providing the
benefits estimated.

Advance Des i gn 20,000.00
Implementation 91 ,000.00
Total $111,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 7,000.00
Monitoring 1,000.0Q
Total Annual Costs for Life of Pal isades

Project $8,000.00
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Tex Creek WVA big game _ protection/enhancement. -- Protect through
acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing sellers, and
enhance, about 2,846 acres of mule deer and elk winter range adjacent
to the IDFG Tex Creek WMA in eastern ldaho. A total of 790 acres are
currently in agricultural production The major 1 ty of these parcel s
are located directly between key deer and elk winter range on the Tex
Creek WMA, and deer and elk summer range on national forest lands.

Benefits: Protection and enhancement of these key parcels will
assure that a migration corridor for mule deer and elk is
maintained and that winter range condtons on the Tex Creek WMA
are | mproved. Also, because many cover types would be protected,
several other target species will benefit.

Species HU’s
Mule deer 2,572
Ruffed grouse 56
Yellow warbler 27
Mink 186
Mal | ard 48
Total 2,889

costs: Protection costs are estimated to be $615,740.00
Enhancement measures will include browse plantings on 400 acres of
protected rangelands (about $340.00/acre), fencing of plantings
(about $3,000,00/mile), and the conversion of agricultural land
back to native range (about 250.00/acre). Annual operation,

ma | ntenance, and monitoring wil | be necessary to sustain the
benefits of range improvements.

Advance Design 50,000.00
Implementation 1,046,000.00
Total $1,096,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 28,500.00
Monitor | ng 5,700.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $34,200.00
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WATERFOWL AND AQUATIC FURBEARER

The following alternative projects are listed in order of the
priorities assigned by the interagency work group.

Sand Creek protection and waterfowl enhancement. -- Protect through
acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing sellers, and
enhance, 4,320 acres and 4 miles of Sand Creek adjacent to IDFG Sand
Creek WMA. The riparian area is currently overgrazed. Protection will
result in an increased riparian area, which wi | | be enhanced through
construction of dikes to create 7 ponds, and construction of 50
islands. Seven landowners would be involved in this potential project.

Benefits: With protection and dike and island construction, and
subsequent pond and marsh development, the project will result in
protecting about 645 acres of riparian habitat, about 510 acres of
aspen/Douglas fir mixed forest, and about 3,165 acres of
sagebrush/grassland. The project will significantly benefit
waterfowl (including trumpeter swans), shorebirds, ospreys, mink,
beavers, muskrats, and other riparian-dependent nongame species.
Ruffed grouse hab itat will be protected from logging and aspen
eradication. Acquisition of easements or fee-titles for the 3,165
acres of sagebrush/grassland will be necessary to protect the
riparian area and acquire water rights tied to the land. An
indirect benefit of this sagebrush/grassland area will be
protection of sharp-tailed grouse and moose habitat and protection
of a migration corridor used by elk and mule deer to reach winter

ranges.
Species HU's
Mal lard 516
Canada goose 419
Mink 452
Ruffed grouse 410
Yel low warbler 115
Total 1,912

Costs: Estimated implementation costs include $912,000.00 for
protection of 4,320 acres; $285,000.00 for 7 riprapped dikes 10
feet high; $28,000.00 for ! water control structure per dike;
$50,000.00 for 50 islands 100 feet long, 50 feet wide, and 6 feet
high; and $3,000.00 for vegetating the dikes. Operation,

ma i ntenance, and monitoring costs will be limited to the riparian
area and the aspen/Douglas fir forest. Due to erosion and marsh

p | ant encroachment, maintenance of island and open-water conditions
will be necessary to sustain continued annual benefits of this
project.
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Advance Des i gn
implementation
Total

OPeration and Maintenance
Monitoring

Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project
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50,000.00
1,278,000.00
$1,328,000.00

23,000.00
2,900.00

$25,900.00



Grays Lake marsh enhancement. -- Much of the marsh at Grays Lake
National Wildlife Refuge in eastern Idaho Is presently covered by a
dense stand of bulrush (Jirpus spp.). Th is project w i | | enhance about
100 acres in the marsh at Grays Lake. This wil | be accompl ished
through a series of open water channels and adjacent berms.

Open water areas and berms w i | | be non-continuous and constructed i n
segments varying from 50 to 60 feet long. The ditch alignment will be
curvilinear to create an area of Interspersed open water, emergent

vegetation, and e | evated berms. Ponds and berms will be spaced in an
irregular pattern within a designated area to create maximum

interspersion.

Benef its: Areas of open water interspersed with elevated berms
will create sites usable by breeding pairs of waterfowl for
nesting, roosting, and loaf ing.

Specles HU's
Mal | ard SO
Canada goose 70
Total 150

Costs: Costs for advance design include engineering design and
application for appropriate permits. Costs for implementation of
this project have been worked out by the USFWS and include
mobilization/demobilization ($8,000.00), site access improvements
($7,500.00), ditch excavation ($73,500), inflation ($7,100.00),
contingencies ($9,600.00), engineering ($14,400.00), and
assessments ($4,800.00).

Oepration and maintenance is estimated to cost $1,000.00 annually
and w il | inc | ude inspect ion and repair of structure damage caused
by wave action, muskrat burrow i ng, and natural deter ioration.
Monitoring ($1,000.00 annually) of target species response to the
impoundment will be required to assure that desired mitigation
results are being obtained.

Advance Design 50,000.00
Implementation 250,000.00
Total $300,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 1,000.00
Mon i tcr 1 ng i ,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $2,000.00
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NONGAME/R I PARIAN

The | nteragency work group considered that protection of rlparlan areas
on the SFSR and Henrys Fork Snake River was high priority for nongame
species. The following projectwill also benefit riparian habitats and
complement other mitigation measures in the riparian coordor.

South Fork Snake River levee fencing. -- This project entails fencing
of 30 miles cn the levees built to confine the flood plain of the South
Fork. Riparian areas up to 0.5 mile wide are contained witin the
levees. The primary purpose of the fencing is to allow riparlan
pasture management.

Benefits: With fencing and grazing management, the project is
expected to beneflt about 1,300 acres of rlparlan habitat through
increases in cottonwood seedling establishment and amounts of
willows, grasses, and forbs. This will increase the habitat

qual ity for dabbl ing ducks, aquatic furbearers, and many other
riparian-dependent species.

Soeci es HU's
Black-capped chickadee 213
Yellow warbler 58
Mal | ard 259
Mink 65
Total 595

Costs: Estimated advance design costs Include arrangements and/or
agreements with public land management agencies and/or private
landowners, and costs to design the project and arrange for its
construct ion Estimated implementation costs are based on 30 miles
of fence at $3,000.00/mile. Operation and maintenance costs are
based on fence maintenance of $250.00/mile per year, and $3,000.00
per year to manage riparian pastures. Monitoring costs include
habitat evaluations to assess the project’'s benefits, and the costs
of riparian pasture management.

Advance Des i gn 35,000.00
Implementation 90,000.00
Total $15,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 10,500.00
Monitoring 4,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $14, 500. 00
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UPLAND GAME

The follwoing alternative projects were specifically deslgned to
benef | t ruf fed grouse. The projects are listed in order of the
priorities assigned by the interagency work group.

Tex Creek WMA aspen management. -- Enhance 50 acres of aspen annually
for 10 years on the IDFG Tex Creek WMA in eastern Idaho. A bulldozer
will be used to mechanically create openlngs in advanced age aspen
stands where little regeneration is now occurring.

Benefits: Thsi project will benefit ruffed grouse because of their
close association with early successional stages of aspen, in
addltlon to a variety of other wildlife including moose.

Species HU's
Ruffed grouse 100

Costs: Total costs for use of the bulldozer are estimated at
$220. 00/day. It is estimated that it will take about 10 days to
mechanically treat 50 acres each year. Annual operation and

ma i ntenance, which is necessary to maintain stands in early
successional stages, |Is estimated to cost $20.00/acre Annual
monitoring of the response of aspen and grouse to treatments will
be requlred.

Advance Des jp 4,000.00
implementat lon/Enhancement 22,000. 00
Total $26,000.00
Operation and Maintenance 2,200.00
Mon | tor | ng 1 ,000.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $3,200.00
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Targhee/CaribougForesi aspen regeneration project. -- Prescribe burn
and/or spray 2,050 acres of aspen/conifer vegetation to regenerate
aspen and check conifer encroachment and replacement of the aspen

type. This will promote early successional stages of aspen and improve
habitat for ruffed grouse. This project follows the goals of the
Targhee Forest Land Management Plan (1985).

Benefi ts: Because of their close association with early
successional stages of aspen, this project will benefit ruffed
grouse, In addition to a variety of other wildlife including moose.

Species HU's
Ruffed grouse 410

‘Costs :  Advance design work Includes preparation of an
environmental assessment, project plan, and prescribed fire plan.
Annual operation and mai ntenance w ! | Ibe necessary to keep aspen
stands maintained in early successional stages. Annual monitoring
of the response of aspen and grouse to treatments will be required.

Advance Design 9,500.00
Implementation 42,500.00
Total $52,000. 00
Operation and Maintenance 4,250.00
Monitoring 2,900.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $7,150.00
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Tex Creek WMA aspen protection/enhancement. -- Protect through
acquisition of easements or fee-titles from willing sellers, and
enhance, 1,290 acres of existing aspen stands near the IDFG Tex Creek
WMA. Because private parcels that will be protected are not
exclusively composed of aspen, a total of 4,500 acres wil | need to be
protected to protect 1,290 acres of aspen. As a result, other wildlife
species will benefit from this project.

Once protected, 250 acres of aspen will be mechanically treated. This
treatment w | | | create openings in advanced age aspen stands and favor
early successional stages, therefore benefiting ruffed grouse.

Benef | ts: Although this project will primarily benefit ruffed
grouse, other species such as mule deer, mallards, yellow warblers,
and mink will also benefit as other habitat types are protected.

Species HU'’s
Ruffed grouse 1,032
Mule deer 120
Yellow warbler 5
Mink 54
Mal lard 163
Total 1,374

Costs: The cost of protection measures is estimated to be about
$820,200.00. This cost is based on the amount of rangeland (4,080
acres) and agricultural land (420 acres) that would be acquired.
Annual operation and maintenance, which is necessary to maintain
aspen stands in early successional stages, is estimated to cost
$20.00/acre. Annual monitoring of the response of aspen and grouse

to treatments wil | be required.

Advance Des | gn 55,000.00
Implementation 871 ,200.00
Total $926,200.00
Operation and Maintenance 5,000.00
Mon | tor | ng - 500.00
Total Annual Costs for Life of Palisades

Project $5,500.00
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APPENDIX A

Acronyms Used

BIA - Bureau of indian Affairs

BPA - Bonneville Power Administrationi
cfs - cub ic feet per second

CUA - Cooperative Use Agreement

DBERP - Draft Bald Eagle Recovery Plan

GYE - Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem
HEP - Habitat Evaluation Procedure

HS | - Habitat Suitability Index

HU - Habitat Unit

IDFG - ldaho Department of Fish and Game
MOUE - Memorandum o f Understanding

0&M - Operat ion and Maintenance

scs - Soil Conservation Service

SFSR - South Fork Snake River

TNF - Targhee National Forest

USBLM - U.S. Bureau of Land Management
USBR - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

USFS - U.S. Forest Service

USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
WDGF - Wyoming Department of Game and F ish

WMA - Wildlife Management Area (ldaho Department of Fish and Game)

94



APPENDIX B

Formal Comments

95



'*«’27//-\\ 600 South Wainut B
< Boise, Idaho &

November 28, 1986

Mr. John Palensky, Director
Division of Fish and Wild!ife, PJS
Bonnev!lle Power Administration
P.0. Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208

Dear Mr. Palensky:

Enclosed Is the Palisades Project Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and
Enhancement Plan. This planning effort was funded by the Bonneville
Power Administration pursuant to sectlon 1004(b)(3) of the Northwest
Power Planning Council's Columbia Basin Fish and Wildlife Program. The
Plan was prepared by the Idaho Departiment of Fish and Game Iin
consultation and coordination with the U.S. Bureau of Reciamation, U.S.
Forest Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Land
Management, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, Wyoming Oepartment of Game and
Fish, Peregrine Fund, Bonnevllle Power Administration, Northwest Power
Planning Council, and Paclific Northwest Utillitles Conference Committee.

The Department supports the content of this Plan. We think 1C0% of the
wildlife losses Identified In the Pallsades Project Wildlife Impact
Assessment should be attributed to the hydroelectric project purpose.
We encourage the Northwest Power Plarning Counci! and Bonnevilie Power

Administration to consider and Implement fhWanner.

Sincerely, ]

JMC/GAM/sa

Enc.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



PNUCC

PACIFIC NORTHWEST UTILITIES CONFERENCE COMMITTEE

November 6, 1986

John Palensky - PJ

Bonneville Power Administration
1002 N.E. Holladay

P.O. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208--3621

Dear John:

PNUCC recently received a copy of Idaho Department of Fish and Game’'s draft Wildlife
Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan for the Palisades Project (BPA Project
No. 86-73) for review and comment to Idaho. PNUCC does not intend to conduct a
technical review of this plan or provide comments to ldaho at this time. We believe that
this project and the other upper Snake River wildlife projects are very low priority,
especially since hydro impacts and responsibility at these facilities are minimal. In light
of this fact, we find the preliminary cost estimate for Palisades mitigation of over $15.5
million par ticularly outrageous.

PNUCC recommends that BPA defer further wildlife planning at Palisades Dam as wéll
as at other projects through 1989. This will provide time for the Council to fully address
wildlife mitigation policy issues and provide the necessary direction for future wildlife
projects. Should BPA proceed to fund wildlife plan development despite our objections,
we will conduct our technical reviews as staff resources allow and provide comments on
such plans directly to BPA and the Council at the appropriate time.

Sincerely,

e 4

Al Srfight
Executive Director

PB:GH: 138e

cc: Janet McLennan, BPA
Jim Meyer, BPA
Jan Carpenter, NPPC
Marty Montgomery, NPPC
Allyn Meuleman, IDFG
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
BOISE FIELD OFFICE
4696 Overland Road, Roan 576
Boise, Idaho 83705

November 6, 1986

Jerry M. Conley, Director

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Hearquarters

P.O. Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Re: FWS-1-4-87-1-33
Dear Jerry;

This is our response to your letter of October 23, 1986, concerning the draft
report of the Palisades Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan.
We have reewnwed the document as it relates to our concerns for federally list
species.

Under informal consultation, we concur with the objectives identified as "Pre-
ferred Protection/Ehnancement Protects: for the pergrine falcon and bald eagl
The goals described under each project for these species will assist us in mee
ing recovery goals for the state as described in the respective recovery plans
We also concur that costs associated with these projects are appropriate for t

specific activities.

Sincerely yours,
/
2\ ’\

<
Fohn P. Wolflin
Field Supervisor

cc: PWS, AFA-SE, Portland



The Peregrine Fund, Inc.

World Center for Birds of Prey

for the study and preservation of falcons and other birds of prey

November 19, 1986

Jerry Conley

Director

Idaho Dept. of Fish and Game
P 0. Box 25

Boise, ID 83707

Dear Mr. Conley:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Wildlife Protection,
Mitigation and Enhancement Plan for the Palisades Project. We wish to
compliment Ms. Allyn Menleman on the content and development of the plan.
Please accept this note a a supporting Letter. We feel very strongly that
actions are required and that specifically the Peregrine Falcon should be
part. Please feel free to call on us for assistance.

Sincerely yourfr

William Burnham, Ph. D.
President
The Peregrine Fund, Inc.

WABpwb

5666 West Flying Hawk Lane 1 Boise. Idaho 83709 1 (208) 362-3716



7
ited States For est Tar ghee P.O Box 208
epartment of Servi ce Nat I onal St. Anthony, 1D 83445
Agriculture For est

2620

Novenber 19,1986
Jerry m.Conley, Director
| daho Dept. of Fish & Gane
600 Sout h Wl nut, Box 25
Boi se, |D 83707
Dear Jerry:
V& wish to docunent our support for the Palisades WIldlife Protection,
Mtigation, and Enhancement Plan. In our opinion, the interagency team
which prepared the plan, utilized the best professional expertise and
techniques available. W support the suggested projects andrecognize
the need to have 100 percent of the projects funded to mtigate for the

wildlife losses resulting from the Palisades project.
Sincerely, / /’—)

. r ¢
T2l S
AT —
JOHN E. BURNS
Forest Supervi sor

@ FS.6200C 28(7-8



IN REPLY
REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
|daho Falls District
940 Lincon Road

6701 Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

November 24, 1986

State Director

Attn;  Allyn Meul eman
Idaho Fi sh and Game
600 South Walnut

Box 25

Boise, Idaho 83707

Dear Allyn:

We have received and reviewed the modifications to the text of the Palisades
Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and Enhancement Plan and find them to have
incorporated our requested changes. Our staff fully supports the work and
final product that has been produced. We would encourage the Northwest Power
Planning Council to approve the package in its entirety because a conservative
and realistic approach was used in the development of the plan and, without
hydroelectric facilities being part of the project, the dam may not have beer:
built.

The BLM wants to thank your agency for the opportunity to participate in the
development of this plan. A coordinated effortl such as this one provides a
very sound resource document that includes the latest and best information
available. If you need any more information from our office, please feel free
to contact us.

Sincerely,

Lloyd H Fenduson
District Manager



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION
FEDERAL BUILDING & U.S. COURTHOUSE
BOX 043-550 WEST FORT STREET
BOISE. IDAHO 83724

IN REPLY

reFer 70 PN 150

NOV 28 1986

Mr. Jerry M. Conley

Director

Idaho Department of Fish and Game
600 South Walnut

Box 25

Boise, ldaho 83707

Dear Mr. Conley:

We received the Draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan for the Palisades Project
(Northwest Power Act) which you sent on October 23, 1986. Our Minidoka
Project office in Burley, ldaho, and our regional office staff have reviewed
this plan, and we offer the following comments.

Page 14, last paraqraph: To present a more accurate picture, the Tfollowing
information should be incorporated into this paraqraph. The entire runoff of
the South Fork Snake River passes through Palisades Reservoir, making a system
operation involving other reservoirs possible. Major releases are made for
flood control as required (averaging well over 1 million acre-feet per year),
and irrigation releases are made as dictated by downstream water rights and
demands (well over 3 million acre -feet of water is released to meet irrigation
demands annually). The holdover storage permitted by the relatively recent
Palisades storage rights also permits enough storage to provide for an annual
average of 216,000 acre-feet of additional irrigation use, as needed primarily
to meet the supplemental water needs of 650,000 acres in a dry year or a
sequence of dry years (Reclamation 1951). As much of the total Palisades
Reservoir releases as possible (averaging about 78 percent of total releases)
is run through the Palisades Powerplant, as limited by the hydraulic capacity
of the plant.

Page 15, paragraph 1: This paragraph is incomplete. The paragraph should
also state that the Palisades flood control operation was developed in
recognition of the fact that the levees would be in existence and that the
flood control benefits credited to Palisades Reservoir were reduced by the
amount of benefits credited to the levees and to other control structures
(Reclamation Definite Plan Report 1951).

Page 15, paragraph 3: We believe that allocating the hydroelectric share of
wildlife losses caused by multipurpose dam and reservoir development on the
basis of project operational characteristics or repayment requirements is
inappropriate. We believe that retroactive wildlife mitigation program costs
at Bureau of Reclamation projects should be allocated to the hydroelectric
function iIn the same proportion as prior construction costs have been assigned




to that function unless congressional authorities provide otherwise. This is
the procedure used by Reclamation in new project planning, and it provides an
equitable distribution of costs among functions benefiting from project
development.

If the Palisades Project were built today, any mitigation costs required
because of joint use facilities would be allocated to the functions involved
based on the percentages of remaining joint costs. This handling of mitigation
costs 1is spelled out in Reclamation Instructions. (This allocation of the
Palisades joint costs is shown in the second tabulation which follows.)

The current Palisades Project cost allocation is a September 1969 allocation
which was approved by the Secretary of the Interior in March 1970. Costs were
allocated as follows:

Percent of

Project Purpose Allocated Cost Total Cost
Irrigation $12,372,500 19.7
Power 20,131,426 32.1
Flood control 29,643,000 47.2
Fish and wildlife 492,120 .8
Recreation 144,415 .2
Total $62,786,461 100.0

The allocation was done under both the "alternative justifiable expenditure”
and the "priority of use" methods of allocation, and the final allocation is
an average of the two methods. Although the draft wildlife report states that
"the “priority of use method®™ has not been used by Reclamation for many years
and is no longer considered a suitable method,"” this is evidently a misinter-
oeration of informal information provided by Reclamation. The priority of
use method is still a valid method of allocation, although newer, more
sophisticated methods are frequently used.

In the cost allocation shown above, joint use costs total about $45.4 million
(costs of features serving more than one purpose exclusively). By using a
combination of the two allocation methods, the 945.4 million of joint costs
were allocated as follows:

Percent
Irrigation 27.2
Power 7.5
Flood control 65.3
Total 100.0

The Assistant Secretary of the Interior determined on August 9, 1957, that the
allocation methods shown in House Document No. 720, 31st Congress, 2d Session
{which included Bureau of Reclamation Supplemental Report of June 1949 on the
Palisades project) should continue to be used for the Palisades Project, except



that allocations to recreation and fish and wildlife were limited to the cost
of specific facilities. As a result, joint construction cost remaining after
deducting the joint costs allocated to flood control were allocated between
irrigation and power using the alternative justifiable expenditure and the
priority of use methods and averaging the results of each method. These two
methods were used in House Document 720.

It has been suggested that it might be possible to relate wildlife losses to

the total power allocation. If it were concluded and could be supported that
wildlife losses were the result of power operations rather than the existence
of joint use facilities (the dam and reservoir), then assigning the mitigation
cost on the basis of the total power allocation (32.1 percent) rather than the
joint cost (7.5 percent) could have some merit.

Page 15, last paragraph: Regarding the second sentence, the Palisades Project
may have been fFinancially feasible without the hydropower component since, as
explained below, it appears to have been economically justified by a comparison
of benefits to costs without the power function. Congress has in the past
authorized projects with little or no reimbursement involved, and it is
possible that project formulation could have been modified at that time.

In the same sentence, it should be noted that hydropower is to repay 78 percent
of reimbursable project costs (rather than 80 percent as shown), with irriga-
tion paying 22 percent; hydropower would repay 43 percent of total project
costs. These repayment percentages are based on a Cost and Repayment Statement
for the Palisades Project as of September 30, 1985 (USBR) and reflect the
deletion of repayment obligations associated with the Fort Hall and Michaud
Flats Projects which are not directly associated with Palidases but are
included with Palisades for cost accounting purposes.

Regarding project revenues, it is difficult to see how a limitation on
irrigators® ability to pay (in the plan as authorized by Congress) and the
nonreimbursable nature of the flood control function because of the widespread
location of the beneficiaries (as authorized by Congress), should leave
hydropower to mitigate 100 percent of wildlife losses because of different
repayment requirements on the power function.

Project benefits and associated costs are used in project formulation and
analysis, and as an analytical basis for the allocation of project costs. As a
test in the formulation of the Palisades Project, each project function has to
be justified by annual benefits in excess of associated annual equivalent
costs. This same test was met in the allocation of costs. In considering the
relative importance of the project functions, it should be noted that the
Palisades Project at full reservoir capacity and as analyzed in the 1970 cost
allocation would have been justified by a benefit-to-cost ratio in excess of

2 to 1, even with all power benefits and costs deleted.

le appreciate the coordination we have had with your staff in the formulation
of this mitigation plan. With the exception of our stated differences in



regard to the method used for assignment of mitigation costs to hydropower, we
believe the plan offers acceptable “avenues for addressing wildlife losses which
you have identified.

Sincerely yours,

Regional Director
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BILL MORRIS December 2, 1986
DIRECTOR

Mr. Jerry M. Conley, Director 'DEC 5 S
Idaho Fish and Game ; U6
600 S. Walnut, Box 25

Boise, ID 83707

Dear Jerry:

We have reviewed the final draft of the Palisades Wildlife Protection,
Mitigation and Enhancement Plan. We support the plan. Wyoming"s wildlife
habitat losses should be adequately mitigated if recommendations of this
interagency work group are followed. We concur with the interagency work
group®s rationale that power beneficiaries should take full responsibility
for mitigation of wildlife losses due to the development and operation of
the Palisades hydroelectric project.

We appreciated your Department®s coordination with our personnel in
developing this mitigation plan. Please continue to keep our personnel
informed of the progress of mitigation.

Sincerely,

/7 3 y
(el e
ill Morris, Director

WYOMING GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

BM: rv

Headquarters: 5400 Bishop Boulevard. Cheyenne. Wyommg 82002



IRT HALL INDIAM RizSErvA TION
{ONE (208) 238 .3CU8
(208) 238-3867

TRIEAL YISk & GAME
P 3 B8OX 30
FOR T HALL :DARO 8370

2 Novenber 1986

M. Jerry Conley, Director
| daho Department of Fish and Gane

Box 25
Boi se, | daho 83707
Dear M. Conl ey:

This letter is witten in response to your request for comments on the

draft “Wldlife Protection, Mti gati on, and Enhancenent Pl an-Palisades
Project".

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes agree with the use of the habitat evaluation
procedure by the interagency work group to assess the benefits of the

preferred mtigation plan to wildlife. The Tribes also agree with the
groups findings that a total of 37,065 habitat units were lost due to the
I nundation of the Palisades Reservoir area and with the groups selection
of the protection/enhancement projects which should provide benefits of
an estinmated 37,064 habitat units.

Thank you for the opportunity to commrent on this docunent and for
providing the opportunity for our Tribal Wldlife Biologist to work on
the eval uation team

Sincerely,

—

644/: e ,/'/g/’ e
Arnol d Af)penay , CHai r'man
Fort Hall Business Council

DMCl/vsl



United States  Fish and Wildlife Service
Departm‘ent of the Interior Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692

1
I
{
|

§00 NL.E. Multnomah Street
Portland, Ocegon 97232

In Reply Refer Tot Your Refj

December 15, 1986 ‘

Roviswed: DEC

}

Jerry M. Conley, Director S
Idaho Department of Fish and Game Cow@mnlﬁf‘t‘
600 South Walnut Street, Box 25 “ 4
Boise, Idaho 83707 ]
NO. . 74 RiPL

Dear Mr. Conley:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the draft
report for the Palisades Wildlife Protection, Mitigation, and
Enhancement Plan. This plan is the product of an interagency
study team, and the listed recommendations and priorities reflect
the consensus of team members.

The hydropower allocation discussion in the report was indepth
and informative. The Service would like to add some additional
insights with regard to the FPish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(Act). This project was built prior to 1958 when the amended Act
was passed by Congress that mandated that fish and wildlife re-
ceive "equal consideration” with other project purposes. The!
1958 Act also provided for enhancement of fish and wildlife val~
ues where possible and regquired that compensatory actions be
taken when unavoidable adverse impacts to fish and wildlife
occur, Prior to 1958, federal water projects were built with
little, if any, mitigation for fish and wildlife habitzt losses.

If the Palisades Project were being planned today, the Service,
under the authority of the Act, would investigate impacts associ-
ated with the entire project area, including irrigation lands and:
levees built by the Corps of Engineers which also constitute the
project., The impacts to fish and wildlife associated with the
entire project area are much greater than those reported for the
reservoir area alone in an earlier loss assessment report. If
the Power Council desires to allocate mitigation funding between.
the various project purposes, then the entire project area should
be included in this zanalysis. This action would be consistent
with the intent of the ‘Act.



The study team discussed the allocation topic in detail at the
beginning of the earlier |oss assessnent. At that tine, the ir-
rigation and flood control project features that exist downstream
of the reservoir were reviewed. For the nost part, these are non-
hydroel ectric power project features (even though the relation-
ship between power need and irrigation devel opnent was recog-
nized) and the group decided to investigate the reservoir area
alone, It was agreed, at that time, that inpact to wildlife hab-
itat associated with reservoir inundation should be allocated to
the hydroelectric power purpose and there would be no need to
evaluate the downstream flood control and irrigation project
f eat ures. If proper mtigation were provided for the reservoir
area,then mtigation for |osses associated with hydroelectric
devel opnent woul d be considered conplete.

If mtigation goals described in this docunent are achieved, the
future outlook for many inportant wildlife species (e.g. bald
eagl es, Rocky Muntain elk, peregrine falcon, whooping crane)
wi Il be much inproved.

Sincerely,

- o N
sz - L i il

Regi onal Director

cc: John Pal ensky, BPA
BLM Idaho Falls Dist., Idaho Falls
FS, Palisades Ranger Dist., ldaho Falls
Boi se



